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CIIAP.m! I
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

This investigation is designed to analyze and compare the
profiles of organiza.tiona.l. cha.racteristios between work

stoppt~~ge

and non-work stoppage school districts in the state of Miclligan

as perceived by board members, superintendents, administrative
assistants, pri:tcipals, e.nd tea.chers.,

This chapter will provide

a general statement or the problem, the purpose of the study, a
definition of theoretical terms, the stated hypotheses and

rationale, and the basic assumptions e.nd limitations of the study.
Statement of' the Problem
During the decade of the sixties, important changes have taken

place in education which have had a profound effect on the percep ..

tiona, attitudes, roles, and relationships that previously' existed
between professional educators, school boards, parents, students,
and the general. public.

Regrettably, most of the positive changes

have been eclipsed by negative issues, such as racial and student
unrest, teacher strikes, millage def'eats, the critical. l.ack of
fUnds that e.re necessary to meet the spiraling educational costs,
and the apparent decline in community support of' education.

1
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&nployer-employee relations in the public schools have become

a critical problem.

Robert F. Risely1 recently opened a conf'erence

on InduatriaJ. and Labor Relations at Cornell Un.i versi ty with the
following statement:
The problem of the employee relationships in public
schools is one which has implications, not only for the
administrative structure of the schools and schools' operation, but also for the educational process itself. It is one
which .should be of as much concern to the people of the State
as any other issue at the moment.
What are the factors which have caused employer-employee relations to emerge as such an important iasue'l

This question was

answered at the same conference by James E. Allen, Jro 2
1. There has been a national trend during the past. 35
yee.rs toward more consideration by employers of the interests
and needs of their employees. This is an outgrowth of the
basic American desire for the maximum of liberty and dignity
for each individual.

2., Reorganization and rapid growth of school districts
have resulted in a more complex district structure, giving
the teacher the feeling of being increasingly removed from
top administration and board of education policy making.
3. There has been an increasing awarene~s that teacher
organizations should not continue to be nationally oriented

but should have strong leadership at the loca.l level.

1Risely, Robert F., .Employer-Employee~ l:£ the~
Schools, (Ed.) Robert E. Doherty, A Publication of the New York
ste.teS'Chool of Industrial and Labor Relations, January, 1967, p.3.
2Allen, James E. Jr., "Interest and Role of the State Education Department with Respect to Employer-Employee Relations."
~-Employee Relations!!!,~ Public~' (Ed.) Robert E.

Doherty, a Publication of the New York State School of Industrial
and Labor Relations, January, 1967, pp. 8-9.
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4. Rapid and dynamic changes have occurred in the
attitudes of the individual teacher and his desire to become more eff'ectively involved in the decision-making process. Economic considerations h!.J.Ve hastened this development
since increased numbers of men have entered the teaching profession, Generally they have become heads of families and f'eel
the need for higher salaries.
5. Intense organizational rivalry has developed between
major teachers' groups to demonstrate how well they can
produce tangible gains for their constituents.
~'he

recent enactment of laws in a nwnber of states which pro-

vide for collective bargaining between public employees, including
teachers, and their employers, has brought the public employeremployee relationship into sharper focus.

Heald and Moorc1 have

written:
Because large numbers of conservative school districts
have traditionally placed monetary costs above the accomplishment of educational goals, teachers have, in the recent past,
begun to organize themselves into bargaining units capable of
bringing new and additional pressures to bear upon the board
or education as the colJUlluni ty' s representatives. Encouragement to local teachers groups has come from national and
state educational associations and from unions which have
actively sought teacher membership. Additional support has
come from state legislatures who have passed permissive or
mandatory legislation to cover the process by which teachers
and boards of education shall reach agreement on problems of
mutual concern. The potential for conflict is great, and
the general areas of salaries and negotiations may well become the largest internal force for changing the shape of
public education.
Prior to 1965, Wisconsin was the only state that had enacted
a comprehensive law regulating collective negotiations in education.
During 1965 nine states passed collective negotiations bills in

1 Heald, James E., Moore~ Samuel, A. The Teacher and
Ad.ministrati ve Relationships in School Systems. New YOr'k:
MacMillan Company, 1968, pp. '247-:mr:--

The
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both

houses of their respective legislatureso

The governors of

Minnesota, New Jersey, and New York vetoed their bills, however,
the bills were signed in California, Connecticut, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Washington, and Oregon. 1
In the state of Michigan, collective negotiations between
teachers and school boards are ma.udatory under the provisions of
Michigan Public Act 379.

'!'hi~

Romney on July 23, 1965.

Public Act 379 is not confined to public

act was signed by governor George

school teachers but applies to most state and public employees o
Prior to the passage of Public Act 379, a proposed bill granting
separate representation rights to teachers, sponsored by the
Michigan Education Association, was defeated in the House Labor
Committee.

Once Public Act 379 was introduced, it was supported

by both the Michigan Education Association and the Michigan
Federation of Teachers.

Lieberman and Mosko~ have described some

of the specific features of the law as follows:
The Act provides for the right of public employees to
organize; pr0tects employees :from unlawful interference,
coercion, or intimidation; authorizes the Michigan Labor
Mediation Board to conduct representation elections; requires public employers to negotiate in good faith with
the designated exclusive representative of the employees
on "rates of pay, wages, hours of employment or other
conditions of' employment"; and establishes unfair labor

1 Liebermen, Myron, Moskow, Michael Ho,

.9E1d£~~

~~f~!!~;io~:n~o~c~~~;~r~~ 66~~?4~~~~. ~ ~Administration,
21oc. cit., pp. 50-51.
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practices. Strike prohibitiona f'rom. previous legislation
were continued, but public employers are no longer required
to impose firings, fines, and jail terms on public empJ.oyees
who go on strike.
The Michigan Labor Mediation Board is authorized to
determine appropriate units of representation, investigate
unfair labor practices, issue cease-and desist orders, and
provide mediation services when an impasse arises. Factfinding with nonbinding recommendations is the terminal
point of the impasse procedure. Immediately after the Act
was enacted, the Labor Mediation Board appointed two new
members experienced in public education to mediate any disputes arising between school boards and teachers t organizations.
The legal right that has been granted to teachers and their
representative organizations to enter into collective negotiations
with their respective school boards has provided teachers with a
source of power that they have never had before.

~eir

demands

for higher salaries and a greater involvement in the planning and
decision•making process have threatened the power, influence, and
authority of a number of' individuals and groups within the educe.tional hierarchy.

"In soroe instances, however, the response has

been one of' acceptance.

~ose

who have taken this attitude have

done so in the belief that negotiation is not necessariJ.y a destructive procesD,l and there is a distinct possibility that it
be shaped so that it

m~

m~

actually strengthen teacher-administrator-

board member relationships. 11 l

1=c:-..,....,--j' ~e School Administrator and Nef50tiation.

Washington, D. C., A PUblication of the Aiileric&ilAssociation of
School Administrators, 1968, p.5.
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6
The emergence of "teacher militancy" has unquestionably
changed the image of' teachers.

tions are on the march.

Many

"Professional teacher organiza...

have repudiated acquiescence, e.b-

andoned passivity, and challenged the leadership of' school. admin-

istrators.

Pressure for a more vital and greater share in educ-

ationa.l decision-making is evident in mc.re and more school. systems. 111

The changing teacher image has been explained by Heald

and MccreE as i'ollows:
For years, the teaching ste.f'f of' American public school

systems was composed primarily of persons characterized as
"little old ladies" who "dearly love children."

Maey' changes

have recently been made within the teaching population; more
young men have entered the f"iel.d of: teaching; the average age
of teachers has markedly declined; more married wome!l than

ever before are engaged in teachi~; and all of these changes
have resulted in a teaching population much more sensitive to
the environmental changes around it. No longer are teachers
satisfied with being the lowest paid professional group. No
longer are they willing to accept the typical rations doled
out by conservative boards of' education. No longer will tht.y
accept treatment which is perceived as subpro:fessional. The
"group person&lity11 has undergone massive transf'ormationo In
many cases, the ttans:forme.tion has been largely bewildering
to the public accostumed to the acquiescent "old maid" who so
o:ften compromised the teaching corps.
The introduction of the concept of negotiations between
teachers' organizations, on one hand, and administrators and school
boards on the other has, and perha:ps permanently, polarized these
components within the system.

"The acceptance, on the part of

teachers' organizations, of the labor-management model has been

1 ibid

2op. cit., p. 252.
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7
divisive and has tended to magnify the differences existing between

administrators and teaebers." 1
Collective bargaining began in private industry in the United

States at the turn of the nineteenth century when workers and their
representatives sought to bargain collectively with management.

The origins of f'ormal collective negotiations in education are, of

course, much more recent.

11

Although there are :probably thousands

of examples of some type of consultat ions between teachers and

boards of education over the past fif'ty years or more, the acknowledged breakthrough tha.t served as a forerunner for contemporary
bargaining activities in Michigan end elsewhere was the December,

1961, recognition of' the thited Io'ederation of Teachers as the
exclusive bargaining agent for public school teachers in New York

City." 2

The following evaluation of' the success of' collective

bargaining process in Michigan has been given by Scbmidt:3
Whether or not the Michigan experience is typical or
applicable elsewhere is obviously' unknown. Nevertheless,
collective bargaining, in almost the classical sense, was
unbelievably' successt'ul in its first :f'ull year of' implementation in public education in Michigan. Novices negotiated
well over 400 complex collect!ve agreements, and negotiations
broke down in only about t'if'teen of' these situations. Whether
this high degree of success can be sustained in the immediate
f'uture is certainly questionable. Continued success in

1 ibid

2Schmidt, Charles T. Jr., Parker, Hyman, Repu, Bob, ! ~
Published :for The School
o:f Industrial Relations, Michigan State University, 1967, p. 3.

~~Negotiations ~ ~·

3loc. cit .. , p.2.
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collective negotiations will. req,uire certain changes in the
roles and attitudes of' the participants, and the next few
years will be critical ones for the "future of such negotiations in education. In my opinion the process can and will.
produce these desired acconunodations if left unencumbered by
administrative and legislative curbs. My position is that
the collective bargaining process is a satisfactory and sue~
cessful insti tu.tion for the resolution of' potential or actual
employer-employee conflict in education.
It must be recognized that two important "factors have had
profound effects upon the expansion of the scope of bargaining.
"One is the power of' some of' the unions to exact concessions from
the employers.

'l'he second is the evolving genuine acceptance by

some employers that their employees must share in decisions determining work conditions.

This later point is directly in line with

much of the advanced management theory proposed by Rensis Likert,

Douglas McGregor, and others. nl
Purpose of the Study
It is the purpose of this study to investigate, compare, and
analyze the significance of hypothesized differences in the management systems being used in ten Michigan school districts that
have suffered work stoppages during the 1969w70 school year with
ten Michigan school districts that have never been involved in work
stoppages.

Statistical analysis of group means will be made

between "work stoppage" and

11

non-work stoppage" school districts on

responses obtained from board members, superintendents, admin-

1 loc. cit., p. 3~
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istrative, principals, and teachers,

This study is done with the

hope that possible insights and/or solutions will be f'olUld that
will help resolve some of the negative employer-employee

relation~

ships that presently exist,
Why have some school districts in the state of Michigan been
able to negotiate successf'ully, eff'ecti vely, and with a minimum
entolU'l.t of' conflict?
avoid work stoppages?

Why have certain districts been able to
Why have other districts suffered continu-

ing confrontations, threats, sanctions, and work stoppages?

Per-

haps the key to the resolution of' such conflict situations can be
found in the research that has been done in labor-management
relations and the behavioral sciences,

Researchers like McGregor,

Halpin, Herzberg, Blake, Mouton, Maslow, Argyria, Likert and many
others have been concerned about those factors which will help
individuaJ.s better understand themselves, their perceptions of
others, their needs, and their motivations as they relate to
others in their daily lives.

It is important to realize that this

research in human relations and modern management theory has had
a signii'icant impact on improved relations in business and industry.

If these factors are considered and implemented in educa-

tional management systems, in their interpersonal relations with
subordinates and superordinates, and, more specifically, in their
relations with students.
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Dr. Rensis Likert and his staff at the Institute of Social
Research, University of Michigan, have done extensive and meaningful research concerning the effectiveness of various management

systems in business and intlu.stry.

Their findings support the

theory that participative management systems are more productive,
have lower costs, and produce more favor'lble attitudes than those
management systems which involve employees to a lesser degree.
his book,

~~_!!!.Management,

In

Dr. Likert explains that the

theory of participative management need not be confined to the
business and industrial organizational setting alone.

He contends

tba.L the "application of' the theory is not limited to these enter...
prises.

It is equally applicable to other kinds of organized

human activities such as, schools, voluntary associations, unions,
hospitals, etc • • • • " 1
Recently, Dr. Likert developed a group of

~ ~

Organizational Characteristics questionnaires which can be used to
measure organizational variables and perceived management systems
in school districts.

Profile

£!

These questionnaires are similar to the

Organizational Characteristics questionnaires which have

been so widely used in business and industry.

Individual

questionnaires for schools were developed for school board members,
superintendents, adl!linistrative staff, principals, teachers.

1Likert, Rensis, New Patterns in Ma.n4sement, New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Compa.'ii'y," Inc. , 1961," p. •
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Responses to these new questionnaires provide data on how individuals at various levels perceive the management system that is
used in their school district.
Definition of Terms
Currently, many of the terms that have generally been
associated with business and industry are being used in education.
Since a number of these terms are used in this study, it is important that their applicability to the educational model be clarified
and defined.
1.

Management Systems:

Dr. Likert describes the four ma.jor

management systems that are connnonly used in organizations as
follows:
System
System
System
System
2.

POC:

1
2
3
4

( Exploitive-authoritative management)
(Benevolent-authoritative management)
(Consultative management)
(Participative group management)

(Form for ~):

POC is an abbreviation for the

term, Profile of Organizational Characteristics.

The POC (Form

for Schools) will be the data gathering instrument that will be
used in this study.
3.

Profile of Organizational Characteristics:

An organization

as a human social system can be described in terms of a fundamental
dimension, namely, where it falls on a System l to System 4
continuum.

The following organizational variables are included in

such a profile; (1) l~adership processes, (2) motivational forces,
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(3) communication processes, (4) decision-malting processes, (5)
goal setting or ordering and ( 6) control processes.

4.

~~:1
The "causal" variables are independent variables which

determine the course of developments within an organization
and the resu1ts achieved by the organization.

The cau&al

variables include only those independent variables which can
be altered or changed by the organization and its management.
General business conditions, for example, although an independent variable, is not included among the causal variables.
Causal variables include the structure of' the organization
and management's policies, decisions, business and leader ..
ship strategies, skills, and behavior.

5.

Intervening Variables : 2
The "intervening" variables reflect the internal state
and health of' the organization, e,g,, the loyalties, attitudes
motivations, performance goals, and perceptions of all members and their collective capacity f'ox· effective interaction,
communication, and decision making.

6.

!!£-~~:3
The "end-result" variables are the dependent variables
which reflect the achievements of the organization such as,
its productivity, costs, scrap loss, and earnings,

7.

1~

~":

There seems to be little, i t any, difference

between the terms "strike" and

work etoppage. 11

11

The terms are used

interchangeably in the literature and writers apparently' see no
significant difference between the terms.

"Work stoppage" is used

in this study because it is the term that has been adopted by the
State Department of Education and school districts in the state
of' Michigan,
!Likert, Rensis, The Human Organization: Its ~~and
~' New York, McGraw:HiiTBO'ok Company, 1967-;-p'p~21oc. cit., p. 29.
3ibid.
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''~ ~11 School ~:

8.

All

11

work-stoppage 11 dis-

tricts that participated in this study met the following criteria:

(!) they must have been involved in five (5) or more days of work
stoppages during the 1969-70 school year, and (2) they must have a
student enrollment in the district of
more than 10,000 students.

no~

less ·Lhan 2,000 and not

Ten work stoppage districts were rand-

omly selected from a list of fifteen districts that met the above
mentioned cri tcria.

9.

11

Non-Work Stoppage" School Districts:

All ''non-work stappage 11

districts that participated in this study met the following cri teria:

(1) they must never have been involved in a work stoppage

since the enactment of Public Act 379 in July, 1965, and ( 2) they
must have a student enrollment in the district of not less than
2,000 and not more than 10,000 students.

Ten non-work stoppage

districts were matched with the ten work stoppage districts.
Every effort was made to match each work stoppage district with a
non-work stoppage district which had similar demographic characteristics.

Particular attention was given to student size and

geographical location.
10.

~

Board

~:

School board members will be defined

as individuals who are currently serving as board members in each
participating district,
11.

Superintendents:

Superintendents will be defined as the

individual currently employed in that poai tion in each participating district,
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12.

Administrative Assistants:

Administrative assistants will

be defined as central or district office certificated personnel
who are currently serving in staff positions.
13.

Principals:

Principals will be defined as any certificated

elementary and/or secondary principal who is currently employed in

each participating district.

They must be the chief administrative

officer in their schooL

14.

Teachers:

Teachers will be defined as any certificated

elemente.ry and/or secondary teacher who is currently elJ!Ployed in
each participating district.

Fifteen per cent of the teachers in

each participating district were randomly selected and asked to

participate in the study.
15.

~

Negotiations:

Collective negotiations will be

defined according to Lieberman, 1 who writes:

Collective negotiations is an agreement-making process.
It involves agreement within a group of employees as well as,
between the employees and their employer. Collective negotiations must now be confused with teacher right to be consulted,
to make proposals, or to conf'er with the school administration.
Under collective negotiations, certain employment decisions
are made jointly by the school board and the designated representative of' the teachers.
Since it is desirable to use a term that is unbiased, "collective negotiations" will be adapted as the most appropriate terminology in this study.

Because it is tedious to

rep~at

"in education"

every time the text ref'ers to collective negotiations, the qualifying phrase will be omitted.

Therefore, "collective negotiations"

1 Lieberman, op. cit. p. 1.
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will mean "collective negotiations in public educe.tion 11 unless a

different meaning is obvious.
Collective negotiations will be defined as "a process whereby
employers make offers and counter-oi'.fers in good faith on the conditions of their employment relationship for the purpose of reaching mutually acceptable goals. ul
Hypotheses and Rationale

The rationale for the following hypotheses is based on some

findings reported in
~by

~ ~

Dr. Rensis Likert.

Organization:

~Management

and

A significant finding emerged when

experienced managers were asked the following question: 2

In your experience what happens in a company when the
senior o:rfi.cer becomes concerned about earnings and takes
steps to cut costs, increase productivity, and improve
profits? Does top llUUlagement usually continue to use the
management system it he.s been employing, or does it shift
its operation to a management system more toward System 1
or more toward System 4'1 Most managers reported that when
top management seeks to reduce costs, it shifts its system
more toward System 1, i.e., toward a system which they know
from their own observations and experience, yields poorer
productivity and higher costs, on the average a.nd over the
long run, than does the existing management system of the
company.
Do internal pressures such as, teacher demands for higher pay,
greater involvement in decision-making and planning, sanctions, and
work stoppages; and external pressures such as, collective bargaining legislation, millage defeats, and public demands f'or

11oc. cit., p. 1.
2

loc. cit., pp. 11-12.
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"accountability" in the face of higher educational costs, force
school boards, superintendents, and administrators into
tighter ship?"

11

running a

Do management systems shift more toward System 1?

If so, it could be that shifting leadershi:p styles and management
systems have contributed to conflict situations and a breakdown
of employer· employee relations.
The following hypotheses will be tested:
Hypothesis 1

Board members from "non-work stoppage" districts

will perceive the management systems used in their districts to be
more toward participative group management {System 4} than will
board members from "work stoppage 11 districts.
Hypothesis 2

Superintendents from "non-work stoppage" districts

will perceive the management systems used in their districts to be
more toward participative group management (System 4) than will
superintendents from "work-stoppage'' districts.
Hypothesis 3

Administrative staff members from "non-work stoppage"

districts will perceive the management systems used in their districts to be more toward participative group management (System 4)
than will administrative staff members from "work-stoppage" disticts.
HYpothesis 4

Principals from "non-work stoppage'' districts will

perceive the management systems used in their districts to be more
toward participative group management (System 4) than will principals from "work-stoppage" districts.
HYPothesis 5

Teachers f'rom "non-work stoppage 11 districts will per-

ceive the management system used in their districts to be more

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

17
toward participative group msna.gement (System 4) than will teachers from "work stoppage" districts.

Assumptions
Several important assumptions have been made in rel.ation to
this particular study which should be identified.

1.

It is assumed that modern management theory is applicable to

the educational setting.

2.

It is assumed that the enactment o'f Public Act 379 and teacher

negotiations have had a significant effect on a. shift in power in

education.
3.

It is assumed that the sample of selected districts participat-

ing in this study are representative of other districts of similar
size and demographic characteristics in the state of Michigan.

4.

It is assumed that respondents answered the questions object-

! vely a.nd honestly since the questionnaire used as data gathering

instruments were anonymous.
5.

It is assumed that personal bias and idiosyncratic behavior,

which can be attributed to the unique personality of individual
respondents, has been controlled for the following reasons:

( 1)

all board members, superintendents, administrative staff, and
principals in each district were asked to respond, (2) fifteen per
cent of the teachers in each district were randomly selected and
asked to respond, and (3) data analysis was done on group means.
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Significance of the Study
After a careful review of the literature, it was f'ound that a
number of authors claim the effects of teacher negotiations have
changed perceptions, a.tti tudes, relations, and the balance of power
between principals, administrators, superintendents, and school
board members.

At the present time, however, very little empirical

data are available to determine the nature and extent of such
changes.

Studies have been done to investigate

teacher-adminis~

trator attitudes toward collective negotiations, sanctions, and work
stoppages; the role of principals, superintendents, and board members during the negotiations process; changes in principal-staf'f

relations; and issues and outcomes of teachers' work stoppages,
No studies were found vthich actually compared school districts
that have had work stoppages with districts that have not had work
stoppages to determine i f differences do exist.

Hopefully, the

significance of this study will be to provide meaningful data
relevant to this issue.
Limitations of the Study
Since this is a field study, it is subject to the same
strengths and weaknesses as suggested by Kerlinger, 1

1 Kerlinger, Fred N., Fotmdat~ons of Behavioral Research, New
York, Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc7;' 1967, p. 38-9.---
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He· writes:

"field studies are strong in realism, significance,

strength of variables, theory orientation, and heuristic quality.
The variance of many variables in actual field setting is large,
especially when compared to the variance of the variables of
laboratory experiments."

Attempts have been made to control for

a number of variables, however, variables such as, prejudiced
attitudes, conservatism, liberalism, economic t'rustration and

individual school district policies, procedures, and practices are

difficult, if not :ilJT.possible, to control for experimentally in

a field study.
Another limitation which should be pointed out is the lfex

post facto" nature that is inherent in field studies. For example,
ind~'i!ndent

variables such as, Public Law 379, and the management

systems being used in the districts, and dependent variables such
as, involvement a:n.d/or non-involvement in lmrk stoppages had already
occurred.

Therefore, the researcher was unable to control f'or

possible intervening variables such as, teacher militancy and
individual. school district policies, practices, and procedures.
Thus, statements of' causal relations are much weaker in a field
study than they woul.d be in laboratory or experimental research.

In Chapter II, the pertinent literature is reviewed.

Includ-

ed in this review is a survey of' the literature related to: (1) the
legisl.ative history of the collective bargaining process in the
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private sector and in public education; (2) work stcppages,
strikes, end sanctions and their use in education; and (3) parti..
cipative management theory and its applicability to organizational
models in education.
lh Chapter III, the research design of the study is described
including sources of data, instruments used, procedures employed,
and methods of data analysis,
In Chapter IV, an analysis of' the data pertaining to the re..

search hypotheses is presented.

A statement of acceptance or

rejection of each h;vpothesd.s follows the data analysis for each

group, i.e., superintendents, board members, administrative staff
members, principals and teachers.

In Chapter V, general and speci"fic conclusions are presented,

The remainder of the chapter will incllJ.de an interpretation of the
data, limitations of the study, recommendations for further re..

search, and a final summary.
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CIIAPTER II
SURVEI OF -

RELATED LITERATURE

Purpose and Overview

The purpose of Chapter II is to review pertinent literature and
research which is pa.rticulc.rly germane to this study.

This review

will provide the researcher with a cognitive orientation that
should enable him to better understand the depth and scope of the
problem being investigated.
The chapter is presented in three parts.

Part One, "Collective

Negotiations in Public Education, 11 is a survey of the legislative
history of collective bargaining in the private sector and in public
education.

Part One reviews causal factors in the emergence of

collective negotiations which are found in related research.

A

survey of predictions about the future development of' the collective
negotiation process in education concludes this discussion.
Part Two, "Strikes and Sanctions," gives a review of important
considerations, such as characteristics of strikes, legality,
policies and positions of major teacher organizations, effects on
chil.dren, and related research.

Part Two concludes with a brief

review concerning the future of strikes in public education.
Part Three, "Participative Management Theory," gives a review
of modern management theory and its applicability in education.

21
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Collective Negotiations in Education

Since the

co~lective

negotiation process in education is e.n

important variable to consider with the :framework of this study, it
is appropriate that consideration be given to its history, development, and effect on employer-employee relationships.
The current efforts being made by teachers to formalize their
employment relationships with employers through the collective
negotiation process can be explained in a large part by the growing
dissatisfaction teachers apparently feel about salaries and working
conditions.

Doherty and Oberer1 write:

There is a certain irony in the fact that, while salaries
have increased and working conditions have been somewhat
ameliorated, teacher discontent has also increased. Small.
improvements seem to have aroused the expectation of' larger
ones. At least it became apparent to some that changes for the
better would not come quickly enough or be far-reaching enough
i:f teachers continued to rely solely on the good will o:f the
comnru.nity and the local school board to bring them about. Such
an arrangement denied them effective leverage and left the
questions that concerned them the most to unilateral control of
school boards and administrators. And concessions which are
unilateraJ.ly granted, many teachers are beginning to argue, can
be unilaterally withdrawn • • • • Through bilateral determination, i.e. the collective bargain, they aspire to partnership
in establishing the employment arrangement.
Before investigating the historical and legislative aspects of
collective negotiations, a discussion is needed to define and cla.rify the terms, "collective negotiations," ''professional negotiations, 11

and

11

collect!ve bargaining. 11

1noherty, Robert E., Oberer, Walter E., Teachers, School Boards,
and Collective Bargaining: A ~:ling:b of the~ New York: New
YOrk State School of Industria an La Or' RelailOni, 1967, p. 21.
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~negotiations, ~bargaining, ~professional

negotiations .!!

~

When surveying the literature it is quite possible to become
confused over the subtle differences implied in terms currently

being used to describe the negotiations process in education.
11

Professional negotiation" has been identified with and espoused by

the National Education Association.

This term involves certain

procedural differences when compared with "collective bargaining"
which has been identified with and espoused by the United Federation
of Teachers.

Stinnett 1 describes these procedural differences when

he writes:

1,

Professional negotiation procedures can result in the
removal or teachers and school boards from the operation of
labor laws and labor precedent, whereas collect!ve bargaining procedures, adapted from the private sector will not.

2.

For the purposes of mediation and appeal, procedures will
go through educational channels under professional negotiation and through labor channels under collective bargain-

ins.

The 11 subdifferences 11 which flow f'rom the two major differences
are primarily two. First, the local certificated employees
make unit determinations under professional negotiation so that
certain levels of employees are not automatically excluded as
11 supervisory 11 and thus could be appropriately included.
Second,
precedents set will be education oriented under profe::~sional
negotiation procedures. This is not as likely to be true if
appeals and mediation are hMdled by labor agencies, which, of
course, have only labor oriented precedent on which to draw.

1 stinnett, T.M., Kleinms.nn, Jack H., Ware, Martha L., ~
ional Negotiation in Pu.blic Education. New York: The Macmillan

Company, 1966, p. i b . - - - - -
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Lieberman and Mosko~ extend the clarification of terms answering the question:

11

Is 'collective negotiations' an alternative to

professional negotiations or collective bargaining?
these under a different lable?"

Or is it one of

They write: 2

It is difficult to answer these questions catagorically

because the difference between collective bargaining and pro~
fessional negotiations are not at all clear, Some respected
authorities not connected with either NEA. or AFT have asserted
that there are no differences or relatively unimportant ones
between these procedures. Be that as it may, the objective
here is to analyze issues which must be faced whenever teachers
as a group negotiate with school boards, regardless of what
procedures are adopted or how they are labled. In doing so, it
is desirable to use terminology that does not prejudge or
appear to prejudge these issues, Hopefully, n collective
negotiations 11 is a part of such terminology.
Legislative

history~~

bargaining .!!:,

~private ~

To fully understand the history of collective negotiations, it
is necessary that the researcher be exposed to some of the signifi-

cant legislation and events that have affected the development of
collective bargaining in the United States.

Although collective

negotiations have had a relatively brief history; when it is viewed
as a part of the continuing evolution of the negotiation process,
its significance gains import.
The labor movement, however, has enduxed a long and often
violent struggle in its attempt to gain for workers the right to

1 1oc. cit., p. 2.

2loc, cit,, p. 2.
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organize and have some say about the conditions of" their employment.
Certainly, the precedent for present dey collective negotiations can
be traced and often compared to the events of the past.

Lieberman

and Moskow1 have provia.ed an excellent and comprehensive account of
the legisl.ation and events that have led to the present status of

the employees' right to organize and negotiate with employers.

Their

starting point dates back to 18o6 and the Philadelphia Cordwainers
Case, which was the beginning of what now is referred to as the
11

criminal conspiracy doctrine, 11

Lieberman and Moskow2 write:

11

In

this case, defendants were found guilty of a conspiracy to ra:l.se
their wages.

Thus, at this time any concerted or group action by

organized employees was declared illegal by the courts.''

The courts

went so far as to punish violators with cri.mina.l penalties, includ-

ing jail sentences.

This decision points out an early anti-labor

attitude held by the courts.
doctrine came to an end in

Supposedly, the criminal conspiracy

1842 with the decision of Chief Justice

Shaw of the Massachusetts Supreme Court in the Commonwealth v. Hunt

case. 3

Justice Shaw ruled that the mere act of combination did not

make a labor organization an unlawful body.

Whether a combination

was criminal or not depended upon the nature and the purpose of the

organized group.

lloc. cit., p.

62.

2 1oc. cit., p. 63.

3ibid.
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The anti-labor a.tti tude in the courts continued to prevail,
however, and were reflected in decisions pertaining to the Sherman
Anti-TrUst Act of 1890.

Congress passed this Act in an attempt to

limit the monopoly powers of business trusts.

The federal courts

interpreted terms, such as "person 11 or "persons" to include J.abor
unions within the meaning of the Sherman Anti-Trust Act.

The federal

courts did not hesitate to rely on this Act to find unions guilty
of' conspiracy to res~::-ain trade • 1

Lieberman and Moskow2 write:

"Violators were subject to fines and imprisonment, restraining
orders and injunctions, and civil suits for triple damages.

Since

all three types of penalties were applied to unions, their acti vi-

ties were greatly weakened."
In spite of the specif'ic removal of unions from the application
of anti-trust J.aws under Section 6 and 20 of the Clayton Act of
1914, the United States Supreme Court continued to apply the Sherman
Act to \Ulions until the early" 1940's,

Finall.y, the Supreme Court

conceded in the Apex Hosiery Company v. Leader, United States v,
Hutcheson, and Allen Bradley v. Local 3, IBEW cases, that continued
application of the Sherman Act had been unjustified. 3

"Thus 1t

took a series of judicial decisions in the 1940's to uphold a law
passed in 1914 intended to avoid the anti-labor implications of a

11oc. cit., p. 64.
2 ibid.

31oc, cit., pp. 64-65.
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law passed in 1890. nl

The courts had restricted the activities of

organized workers more than they did the activities of corporations.
After the passage of the Sherman-Anti-Trust Act, management devel.oped
several powerful weapons f'or dealing with its employees with the aid
of' the courts.

Lieberman and Moskoif write:

Court injunctions which required unions to stop planned
strikes on the grounds that employers would incur grave damages,
were used as a strike breaking technique. Also, "yellow... dog
contracts, 11 under which employees agreed not to join a Wlion as
a condition o:f employment, gained «ide acceptance. It is
rather interesting that although both of these measures are now
prohibited in pr:l.vate employment, they can be used in education;
school boards relied upon court injunctions to prevent teacher
strikes several times in the 1960 1 s. Yellow~dog contracts in
which teachers have agreed not to join a teacher union have
also been used in education, but their legality has never been
tested in the Supreme Court,
The power of' the :federal courts were neutralized in dealing
with union-management relations with the passage of' the
LaGuardia Act of 1932.3

Norris~

The passage of this Act reflec:ted a f'unda-

mental change in public policy toward labor and, consequently, in
the law of' labor-management relations as well.

The conditions of'

this Act removed the power of the courts to interfere with or
restrict union activities which did involve f'raud or violence.

It

also affirmed the right of workers to encage in collective bargaining
through unions of their own choice.

"Congress guaranteed labor the

1 ibid.
2 ibid,

3loc. cit., p. 66,
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right to engage in strikes, secondary boycotts, sympathy strikes,
picketing by persons not employees, and other activities where nonemployees could assist a firm's employees in labor disputes directly
or by applying pressure upon third parties. "1

Lieberman and Moskow2

write:
The Norris-LaGuardia Act basically reflected a laissezfaire philosophy of employment relations, Its main effect was
to deprive the federal courts of jurisdiction in most labor
disputes, The parties were left to their own resources to work
out their problems without interference by the courts, The Act
did not obligate employers to bargain collectively with unions,
but it forbade federal courts from interfering with most of
their self-help activities. If the employer was strong enough,
he could ignore the union,
The next major legislative development was the National
Industrial Recovery Act which was passed by Congress in June, 1933. 3
Section 7 (a) of this Act included a forthright endorsement of
collective bargaining, however, there were no effective penalties
for non-compliance,

A nwnber of employers interpreted Section 7

(a) as an invitation to establish

11

company-dominated -(mions" or

"employee representation plans" that were controlled by the employeers.

''The major failing of company unions was their lack of power

to represent the employees effectively,

Since they were created by

employers, they were not intended to possess or exert a sufficient
amount of power to achieve substantial concessions for their employees. ''4

~.
2 ibid.

31oc. cit,, p. 67.
4ibid.
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In spite of the provisions in the National Industrial Recovery

Act, many employers continued with their attempts to prevent union
organization.

"Yellow-dog contracts, black lists, lockouts, intimi-

dation, spying, and discrimination against union leaders were

commonplace. 111 :Jhe fight for the right of employees to be represented by an organization of their own choice in collective bargaining led to "large scale riots" and "pitched battles."

Following an

investigation of industrial espionage by the La Follette Committee
of the United States Senate, a significant report was prepared.

Lieberman and Moskow2 write that the La Follette Committee reported
that "1,475 companies had been clients of' detective agencies during
the years 1933-36 for 'espionage, strike-breaking gua.rqs in
connection with labor disputes, or similar services.'

Company

arsenals were foWld. to include pistols, rif'les, tear gas bombs, and
even machine guns.

Expenditures for weapons and strike-breaking

services in the years 1933-37 amounted to nearly $9.5 million."
Intense industrial conflict end instability in labor-management
relations motivated congress to enact the National Labor Rel.ations
Act, also called the Wagner Act, in 1.935 in an attempt to improve
emplo;yment relations.

"Without questions, the Wagner Act was one of'

the most signif'icant labor laws ever enacted in the United States. n3

1 ibid.

21oo. cit., pp. 67-68.
31oc. cit., p. 68.
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Because there was such a great disparity of power between the
individual employee and his employer, the goverrunent felt that it
could no longer remain neutral between them.
to liroi t employers 1

1

"It was now necessary

J.ghts to oppose employee organizations.

In

this way, the Wagner Act strongly encouraged collective bargaining

and constituted a f'undr.mental turning point in public policy
cerning labor relatiom.;. n1

In a close

con~

five-to~ four decision, the

Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of the Wagner Act in
the NLRB v. Jones and. Laughlin Steele Company case, on April 12,

1937.

Lieberman and Moskow2 present the following discussion about

the decision and applicability of the Act to public employees,

especially teachers:
This decisi,..:m, one of the most important in the entire
history of labor relations in this country, upheld the right
of employees to organize and various administrative measures
taken by the National Labor Relations J3oard to protect that
right. Since the Jones and Laughlin case, all federal labor
legislation has been based upon the commerce clause of the
constitution, and no major legislation in this area has been
declared unconstitutional.
In part, the commerce clause determines the range of
employees who are covered by federal labor legislation, since
such legislation applies to anyone engaged in activities
affecting interstate commerce. Employees working for the
federal government, for any wholly owed government subsidary,
for any state or polit;;..~al division thereof, or for non-profit
hospitals have been specifically excluded from federal labor
legislation.

11oc. cit., pp. 68-69.
2 ibid.
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Legally speelt;ing, school boards are subdivisions of' state

governments; hence teachers work f'or a political subdivision of
the state. For this reason, they are excluded from coverage of
federal labor legislation. Some educators have expressed concern lest education might be covered by federal labor law, but
this is unrealistic. Federal regulation of employment re1e.tions
in public education would constitute a major change in our
federal system, and there appears to be little likelihood of
any such change in the forseeable future. It is up to each
state to regulate employment relations in public education.
Presumably, any state legislature or state court which applies
labor laws or precedents to education will do so only because 1t
believes such application to be justified on its merits.
Many o:f the rights accorded employees l.Ulder the Wagner Act were

not new, however, under the provisions o:f this Act these rights were
en:forcable by appropriate measures •

The Act spelled out a number o:f

un:fair labor practices :for employers and it established the National
Labor Relations Board to investigate and correct abuses.

In addi-

tion, the Wagner Act provided that employees could elect their
representatives to bargain collectively :for them, and employers had
to recognize and bargain with these representatives.
In spite o:f growing legislative support by the courts, the

Labor Movement continued to have problems.

The general public became

disenchanted by the rash of strikes in the middle o:f the 1940's and
its attitude toward unions changed considerably by 1947.

11

Although

concern was still expressed about ' inequality of bargaining power, 1
there was a widespread :feeling that l.Ulions had too much power instead
of too 11ttle. 111 Just as unfair labor practices had been spelled
out in the Wagner Act, a set of' unfair labor practices :for unions

~c. cit.,

p.

74.
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were incorporated in the i'aft-Hartley Act of 1947.

unions .had

applied pressW"eS, such as illegal strikes, secondary boycotts,
featherbedding, and closed shop agreements.

The Taft-Hartley Act

was enacted to insure union responsib.tli ty for their actions.

Em-

players, individual employees, and individual union members needed

protection.

Just as the Wagner Act had originally guaranteed em-

ployees the right to self-organization and to designate representstives of their own choosing, the Taft-Hartley Act guaranteed that
employees had

11 • • •

the right to refrain from any or all such

act! vi ties • " 1
Twelve years after passage of' the Taft-Hartley Act, the Senate

Committee on Improper Activities in the Labor Movement Field, more
commonly known as the McClellan Committee, documented unethical
practices by unions and reconunended legislation to regul.ate the
"internal affairs of union organiza.tions." 2

Essentially, this

recommendation led to the enactment of the Landrum-Griffin Act which
provided a number of provisions designed to ensure "internal democracy and fiscal integrity in employee organizations. 113
As mentioned earlier, federal legislation, such as the NorrisLa.Gu.ardia Act, the Wagner Act, the Taft-Hartley Act, and the Landrum..
Griffin Act, apply only to private employees working in firms which

11oc. cit., p. 75.
21oc. cit., p. 76.
31oc. cit., p. 78.
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affect interstate commerce.

Thus, these acts do not apply to all

employees in the private sector.

Neither do they apply to public

employees at the federal, state, or local level.

Lieberman and

Mosko,.l write:
As school boards are required to negotiate with teacher
organizations, there is likely to be some sentiment for ensuring organizational democracy and fiscal integrity. The extent
to which legal regulation is necessary to achieve these objec-

tives is debatable, but some movement in these directions is
inevitable. Greater responsibility and accountability must
accompany greater power. This is a characteristic of our
society and there is no reason why teachers 1 org.<lnizations

shouJ.d be an exception to it.

Of course, the extent to which

these organizations voluntarily adopt certain safeguards will
affect the extent of legal regulation imposed on them.

In June, 1961, President Kennedy appointed a committee to study
and make recommendations regarding employment-management relations
in the federal service. 2

This action reflected the view that employ-

ment-management in the federal service could 'be improved by greater
employee participation.

Following the final committee report and

recommendations, President Kennedy issued Executive Order 10988 on

January 7, 1962.

The following is a swmnary of the major provisions

of Executive Order 10988:

{l) federal employees were guaranteed the

right to join organizations of their own choice; (2) employee organizations were accorded informal, formal, or exclusive recognition;

(3) a majority of eligible employees could designai•e a particular
organization to represent them with respect to personnel policies and

1 ibid.
2 1oc. cit., p. 83.
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working conditions; (4) the Order authorized advisory arbitration
or contract interpretation or application; however, such arbitration
may not be used to resolve impasses concerning conditions of employment; (5) the Order denies recognition of organizations which assert
the right to strike against the United States goverrunent or which

advocate the overthrow of our constitutional form of government; and

(6) employee organizations may not discriminate against any employee
with regard to terms or conditions of membership because of race,
1
religion, or national origin,
Therefore, Executive Order 10988 was the first legislative move
to provide the precedent that was needed for states to enact similar
legislation permitting or requiring state employing agencies to grant
public employees the right to organize and to negotiate working conditions.
History

~ ~

negotiations

..!E:

education

Formal collective negotiations in education have had a relatively brief history; however, there are probably many examples of some

kind of informal negotiations that have taken place between teachers
and school boards over the years.

For example, in 1946, a collective

negotiations agreement was reached between the Norwalk, Connecticut
Teachers' Assocation and the Norwalk Board of Education2 concerning

1 1oc. cit., pp. 83-84,

21oc. cit., p. 473.
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a dispute over salary rates,

The teachers had rejected individual

contracts and refused to return to their teaching duties.

After

further negotiations, in which the governor and the state board of
education took part, a contract was finally approved o.nd accepted by
both parties.

The teachers' organization vras recognized as the bar-

gaining agent for all of its members,

I t defined working conditions

and set up a grievance procedure and salary schedule.
tracts were entered into in succeeding years,

Similar con-

Again in 1951, the

Norwalk Teachers' Association and the School Board were involved in

a landmark case concerning the legality of teacher-board negotiations,
The Connecticut Supreme Court of Errors answered "yes" to the following question:

"Is collective bargaining to establish salaries per-

missable between the plaintiff (teachers 1 association) and the defendant (school board)? 111
2

The Court went on to explain and qualify its

decision.

The statutes . . • give broad powers to the defendant with
reference to educational matters and school management in
Norwalk. If it chooses to negotiate with the plaintiff with
regard to employment, salaries, grievance procedure and working
conditions of its members, there is no statute . . . which forbids such negotiations. It is a matter of common knowledge
that this is a method pursued in most school systems large
enough to support a teachers 1 association in some form. It
would seem to make no difference theoretically whether the
negotiations are Hith a committee of the whole association or
with individuals or small related groups, so long as any agreement made VIi th the committee is confined to members of the
association. (All but two of the Norwallt teachers belonged to
the association) . . . The claim of the defendant that this

1 Doherty and Oberer, op. cit., p. 56.
2 ibid.
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would be an illegal delegation of authority is without merit.
The authority is and remains with the board.

The court continued: 1
The qualified ''yes" which we give • • • should not be
construed as authority to negotiate a contract which involves

the surrender of the boards' legal discretion, is contrary to
law or is otherwise ultra vires.
Lieberman and Moskow2 suggest that for all practical purposes,
1960 marked the beginning of the collective negotiation movement in
the United States.

11

Prior to 1960, both the NEA and the AFT had ad-

vacated various forms of collective action by teachers but nothing
that would be deemed collective negotiations . . • • u3

One of' the

major factors that slowed the progress toward collective negotiations
was the lack of unity and organizational power within the teaching
ranks.

This point is made clear when Lieberman and Moskow4 write:

In the late 1950's, New York City's teachers presented a
picture of organizational chaos unmatched in American education.
There were at least ninety-three teachers' organizations in the
school. system. These organizations were organized on virtually
every conceivable basis; grade level, borough, religion, subject
matter, administrative rank, years of' preparation, and so on.
This multiplicity in and of' itself' would not have been so
harmful except for the fact that most of these organizations
cl.aimed to represent their members in dealing with schooJ.
boards. As a reaul t • • • teachers of New York City were completeJ.y ineffectual despite their enormous power as a unified
group.

1 ibid.
2op. cit., p. 35.
3ibid,

4ibid.
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During the 1960's, however, the three thousand member New York

!reachers' Guild (AFT) and the High School. Teachers' Association

(HSTA) worked out an uneasy but successful merger. 1 This new organization kept the AFT charter held by the Teachers 1 Guild and became

the united Federation of Teachers.

This organization then embat'ked

on developing a program that would appeal to most of the teachers iz:
the system.

Shortl.y after the merger the UFT

drafted and submitted

a num'l:>er of proposals to the New York City Board of Education, ineluding one calling for collective bargaining between the Board and

the teachers.

It is interesting to note that the UFT did not request

that it be designated as the representative of the teachers.

Instead,

it requested that action be taken to determine which organization, if'
any, the teachers wished to have represent them. 2 Af'tel~ some time
the UF'l' threatened to strike unless some action was taken concerning
its proposals.

As a result, the election proposal was acknowledged

and an election was held.

Finally, in December, 1961, after con-

siderable controversy and political maneuvering on both sides, the
United Federation of Teachers won the exclusive right to represent
the teachers of New York City in their negotiations with the board.
Since that time there has been a phenomenal4r rapid growth in the
collective negotiations movement throughout the United States.

1 ibid.
21oc. cit., p. 36.
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Phi Del.ta Kappan1 reported, "By September, 1969, over one third of
all. U.S. teachers, kindergarten through high school are employed in

districts where collect!ve negotiated contracts are in force, 11
Schmidt, Parker, and Repas 2 write as f'ollows:
In these and potentially thousands of other school districts

across the country, teachers and boards of education are sitting
down at the bargaining table to resolve the classical questions
of' equity in wages, hours, and conditions of employment. Like
their counterparts in private industry, they have made the
questions of appropriate representation, political involvement,
and bargainable issues the major focus of their discussions.
Although the answers may differ :from state to state, the process
in education has evolved in much the same way as it has in private industry.
~ ~ ~

!!!!; emergence £!.

~

negotiations in public

education
What major factors have caused the rapid emergence of collective
negotiations in public education?

Lieberman and Moskow3 discuss

several significant factors.
The first factor is the need for
the l.ocal level. 11

11

eff'ective representation at

As a. result of organizational inadequacies at the

local level, school boards have almost always set the salaries and
working conditions unilaterally.

Teacher recommendations to the

board could be rejected without explanation.

11

Many educators believe

, "Present Scope of Teacher Negotiations: Employment
Rel.a.tions in Higher Education." Phi Delta Kappan, LI (September,

1969), 60.

---

2schmidt, op. cit., p. 4.
3op. cit., p. 55.
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collective negotiations are chiefly a reacMon tu ineffective school
administration.

This view is an over simplification.

Although an

ineffective school administrator can stimulate the development of
collective negotiations, an effective administrator cannot always
avoid them.

Events clearly beyond the control of school administra-

tors me.y bring about collective negotiations.

Therefore, i t is a

mistake to regard collective negotiations as merely a crisis-inspired
reaction, , . , . ul
The second factor pertains to "changes in te8,chers attitudes. 11
In a 1952 study conducted by the NEA 1 s Research Division, 2 superin-

tendents were asked:

"If' no group has been recognized. for collective

bargaining, what are the primary reasons why this procedure has not
developed? 11

Ninety-four per cent of the superintendents answered

that, in their opinion, the procedure was not deen:..ed necessary by
the teachers a.nd the administration.

11

Clearly, no such result would

be forth coming today, n3
The third factor is

11

organizational rivalry. 11

Both the NEA and

AFT have been under increasing pressure to demonstrate that each can
do more for teachers than its rival.

11

Just as both the NEA and AFT

public:ize their successes, so they publicize situations wherein
affiliates of the rival organization supposedly bWlgled the task of

1 ibid.

21oc, cit., p. 57.
3ibid.
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representing teachers effectively. nl

Lieberman and Moskow2 feel that

"the organizational rivalry between the NEA and the AFT is perhaps
the most important single .factor underlying the rapid spread of

collective negotiations." Bramlett, 3 presents an important observe.tion about the NEA and AFT rivalry when he writes about more recent
changes in the philosophies of both groups:

" • • • the differences between the two philosophies and tactics
implied by the NEA's professional negotiations and the AFT's
collective bargaining are minor indeed. Both organizations have
competed for teacher membership, and both organizations have
catered to higher salaries and better working conditions.
Further, the two organizations have used pressure tactics including strikes and sanctions to reach their objectives. There
is evidence that the advocated procedures and philosophies of
the two organizations are coming closer together. In Flint,
Michigan in September, 1969, the Flint Federation of Teachars
and the Flint Education Association, local ai'filiates of AFT
and NEA respectively, merged into one teachers' organization;
thus becoming the first merger of these heretofore rival organizations in the nation.
The fourth factor is concerned with "larger school districts." 4
The consolidation of many small school districts has led to the in-

creased size of those remaining districts.
number of' school districts is impressive:

11 ~e

decrease in the

104,000 districts in 1947,

59,000 in 1956, and 26,000 (operating districts) in 1964." 5 The size

11oc. cit., p. 58.
2 ibid.

\remlett, Troy E., "The Relationship of Public Act 379 to the
Elementary School Principal's Role Behavior in Kalamazoo County,
Michiga.n. 11 Unpublished Doctor's dissertation, Western Michigan University, Kalamazoo, Michigan, April, 1970. p. 27.

4op. cit., p. 58.
5 ibid,
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of a system is important in organizational dynamics.

The larger the

system, the easier it is for teachers to support the local organization which represent their interests,

Collective negotiations have

emerged from large city systems "characterized by slum areas, heavy
teacher mobility, hierarchical administration, and other phenomena
which tend to make teachers more receptive to collective mechanisms
for solving their problems, ,l

Large school districts seem to gener-

ate a feeling of lost identity for those 1-1ho are involved in the
milieu.

Stinnett2 states the following:

It has been said that "in the small community the teacher
is everything; in the great city he is nothing." This has a
devastating effect upon the spirit of any human being, especially upon the articulate and perceptive teacher. He resents the
loss of identity, As a result he often tends in overt ways to
gain some kind of solid recognition. If he doesn't get a recognition in well planned 1-rn:ys, he will seek it in rebellious ways,
or ways that appear to be rebellious in the light of past mores.
The fif'th factor is entitled the

11

snowball" effect, 3

"A school

board which is reluctant to be the first or only board in the state
to negotiate collectively may find it easier to be the tenth to do so.
Each state law that places some obligation on school boards to negotiate makes it easier to convince other legislatures that they ought
to enact such laws. " 1 ~

11oc. cit., p. 59.
2 stinnett, op. cit., p. 5.
3

cit., p,
,,op.
ibid.

59.
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The sixth :factor deals with "developments outside education."
It is apparent that some of the basic ideas espoused by teacher
organizations originated in the private sector.

Many teachers have

been reluctant to identify with industrial workers, but they frequently have common interests with other public employees .

There

seems to be little doubt that the attitudes of teachers toward
collective negotiations have been strongly inf'luenced by developments
in both private and public employment.
Stinnett, Kleinmann and Ware 2 have also written about some
"causal factors in teacher demands for participation" that should
First, they discuss the "mounting impatience of'

be considered,

teachers with what they consider economic injustice, 11

HistoricaJ.ly"

teacher saJ.aries have lagged behind what comparabl-e groups have
earned.

"As a quite general practice, soothing phrases about the

importance of teachers has been proffered them in lieu of' increased
economic rewards."

As

a result, teachers have decided to "become

involved in matters pertaining to economic justice. 11
teachers have

11

Second,

grown increasingly bitter at the neglect of schools

by our af'fluent society."

They are concerned about obsolete school

buildings, inadequate facilities, overloaded classrooms, and the
deterioration in the quality o:f education that is o:r:rered.

Teachers

1 ibid.
2stinnett, op. cit., pp. 4-6.
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have realized that they cannot continue to be passive.

They feel

they must join in a vigorous effort to effect needed changes,

Third,

the push for human and civil rights has had great impact everywhere,

It is quite possible that this has had a psychological. eff'ect on
teachers who have viewed their treatment by society as being far

less than that commensurate with the importance of their contribution
to the general welfare.

"Apparently, the activism of the civil rights

movement and the effectiveness of that activism have had a signifi-

cant impact upon the be'l:l.avior patterns of' teachers who have aspired
to improve their status. •• 1

stinnett, IO.einma.n and Wa.re 2 conclude

this section by writing:

What teachers hunger f'or most, above se.laries and welfare
matters- as important as these are- is recognition and dignity,
And the answer to this hunger is to be found in enlightened
personnel policies which, in fact, reflect society's recognition
of' teachers as competent professionals, who if competent to
teach our children, are competent to have a real, not token,
part in the planning of the educational program for those
children.
~ ~ concerning~

negotiations

In a study by Carlton3 at the University of North Carolina,

1966, certificated instructional personnel in North Carolina were

1 ibid.
2 ibid.

3carlton, Patrick w., 11 Attitudes of Certificated Instructional
Personnel in North Carolina Toward QUestions Concerning Collective
Negotiation and 'Sanctions.'" Dissertation Abstracts International,
XXX, (October, 1969).
---
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questioned concerning their attitudes toward collective negotiations
and

11

sanctions.''

ihe purposes of the study were:

(1) to identify,

measure, describe, and compare attitudes of teachers and principals
toward collective negotiations and sanctions; and (2) to compare
traditional-progressive attitudes between teachers and principals,

The study was implemented through the use of two attitude measuring
instruments, the Collective Action Scale, developed by the researcher,
and Kirlinger' s

J~ducation

Scale I.

The total sample size was l, 249, of which 849 useable returns
were obtained.
position.

The sample was categorized on the basis of sex and

The data were analyzed by using the Pearson Product-Moment

correlation to determine whether attitudes toward collective negotiation and progressivism-traditionalism were related,

In addition,

two part analysis of variance was used to identify significant
response difference Nithin the sample,

Where analysis of variance

ind.icated significant differences between or among the subsets, _!
was used to further isolate sources of variance,
The following is a summary of the findings and conclusions in
Carlton 1 s study: 1
1.

A low but significant correlation between attitudes toward
collective action and progressivism in education was identified, indicating that those respondents holding progressive
views tended to favor collective action, and visa versa,
Female principals apparently saw no connection between progressive educational philosophy and collective action.
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2.

No significant relationship between ideas dealing with
collective action and traditionalism was found.

3.

Male teachers in North Carolina were more favorable to
collective action than female teachers, possibly because
they were primary income earners • • • •

4.

Female teachers tended to be neutral on the subject of:
collective negotiations.

5.

Male teachers • . • were more t:avorable to collective action
than male principals, apparently as a result of "economicadministrative" factors.

6.

Male principals • • • were less negative toward collective
action than female principals. Male principals tended to
be neutral in their attitudes to collective action.

7.

Male and female teachers in North Carolina showed similar
attitudinal patterns toward progressive educational ideas.
They also showed similar attitudinal patterns toward traditional educational ideas.

8.

Male principals • • • were f:ound to be more progressive than
female principals in their educational beliefs.

9.

Attitudes of North Carolina educators toward progressive
educational thought apparently were not significantly
affected by the positions in which the individuals were
employed.

J.O.

Male and female teachers • • • were found to be more traditional in their educational philosophies than male and
female principals. This may have been because of the higher
educational levels obtained by the principals.

It is interesting to note that nothing was mentioned in this
summary of findings and conclusions pertaining directly to the attitudes of educators toward "sanctions. 11
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A study by Oker 1 , at· st. Louis University in 1968, was also

designed to measure the attitudes of .teachers toward the negotiation
process.

Three aspects of professional negotiation were investigated:

(1) the subjects of r1egotia.tion, (2) the process of negotiation, and
(3) the interested parties of negotiation.

A demographic inventory

was included in the questionnaire mailed to teachers.

The data were

analyzed by computing chi-squares to test for signif'icant inf'luence
of the items in the demographic inventory on the attitudes of teachers

toward negotiation.
Some of the more significant findings of the study were: 2
1..

Men had a higher retu:rn of questionnaires than women.

2,

Teachers employed in the two districts having level-three
agreements had the best return of questionnaires.

3. Teachers employed in districts having no written negotiation
agreement were n1ore aware of their absence of' agreement than
teachers employed in districts were aware ot: the nature of
their agreements,

4,

Elementary teachers had the lowest return of questionnaires.

5.

Teachers exhibited high consistency in their response to
related propositions to the process of nego·tiation toward the
interested parties of negotiation.

6,

Teachers agreed to every proposition concerning the subjects
of negotiation, The greatest agreement was shown toward the
negotiability of salary; the least agreement was expressed
toward the negotiability of policies for employing new
teachers,

1oker, Rclbert Lee, 11A Study of the Attitudes of Teachers in st.
Louis County, Missouri, School. Districts Toward Negotiation. n ~
1969), p. 1372-A

~~International., XXX (October,

2 ib1d.
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7.

Teacher organizations are desirabl.e, but unions are not the
most desirabl.e f'orm of' organization.

B.

Teachers have a positive attitude toward the principal. in
negotiation and cast his rol.e in negotiation away from the
superintendent.

9.

Teachers rejected strikes as a deflirable means to achieve
educational goals. Teachers did not see strikes as being
as effective as sanctions.

10.

Teachers saw better board~teacher rel.ations being the outcome of the negotiation process.

11.

Teachers did not know where to place the superintendent in
negotiation sessions.

12.

Teaching assignment had the second most significant influence on teacher attitude toward the subjects of negotiation.

13.

Membership in a teacher organization had no significant
influence on teacher attitude toward professional negotiation.

Several interesting conclusions were reported from these findings,

First, male teachers seem to be more actively concerned about

the negotiation process.

Second, teachers seem to have a more posi-

tive attitude toward the principal in relation to the negotiation
process than would generally be expected,
11

Third, the fact that

teaching assignment 11 had the second most significant influence on

teacher attitude toward subjects of negotiation, indicates that
serious consideration should be given to those factors which generate
greater job satisfaction.

Fourth, it is interesting to note that

teachers feel the negotiations process will lead to improved, rather
than negative, relations with the board.
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In a recent study by O'Hare 1 at Iowa State University in 1969,
the perceptions of Iowa teachers and superintendents were measured
in an attmpt to
phenomenon. 11

11

delineate the status of the collective negotiations

A sample of 115 districts were randomly selected from

the 455 public Bchool districts in Iowa.

The sample was stratified

;'; -,~~~: statistically treated by using
·.

~

chi-squares on responses to the

\\ary of findings : 2

questi

ree that:
) .bt to collectively negotiate

/

je mast important
'
/
teacher~~~~!ti~~s~~~~!s~~long

i tern to be

with classroom

4.

State negotiation GUidelines should cover teachers separately

5,

The educational organizations will enjoy increased
ta.nceo

from other public employees.
impor~

The study revealed that teachers and superintendents disagree on:
1.

the existence of direct teacher-board comnnmication;

2o

the role of the superintendent and his supervisory
personnel;

3o

the right to strike;

1o'Hare, Marvin George, "Collective Negotiations as Perceived
by Iowa Teachers and Superintendents o" Dissertation Abstracts
International, xxx (october, 1969), Po 1359-Ao
---

2ibido
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In a recent study by O'Hare 1 at Iowa State university in 1969,
the perceptions of Iowa teachers and superintendents were measured
in an attmpt to ''del.ineate the status of the collective negotiations
phenomenon."

A sample of 115 districts were randomly selected from

the 455 public school districts in Iowa.
on enrollment size.

frequency counts, percentages, and
questions.

The sample was stratified

The data were statistically treated by using
chi~squares

on responses to the

The following is a summary of findings: 2

Teachers and superintendents agree that:
1.

Teachers should have the right to collectively negotiate
with their local boards.

2.

11 Salaries and wages'' is the most important item to be
negotiated,

3.

Technical instructional personnel bel.ong with classroom
teachers in the negotiation process,

4.

State negotiation guidelines should cover teachers separately
:from other public employees,

5,

'l'he educational organizations will enjoy increased importance.

Tne study revealed that teachers and superintendents disagree on:
1.

the existence of direct teacher-board communication;

2.

the role o:f the superintendent and his supervisory
personnel;

3.

the right to strike;

1 0 1 Hai·e, Marvin George, 11 Collective Negotiations as Perceived
by Iowa Teachers and Superintendents. 11 Dissertation Abstracts

International,

XXX

(October, 1969), p. 1359-A.

---

2ibid.
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4.

exclusive negotiating rights of the majority organizations;

5.

the composition of the negotiation unit;

6.

the enactment of a state negotiation statute;

7,

the scope of a state negotiation statute;

B.

the suggestion of a merger of AFr and NEA;

9,

the factors that ignite teacher militancy,

!the study further revealed that:
1.

Elementary and secondary teachers view the negotiation
phenomenon similarly,

2.

Respondents from larger schools tend to express the same
attitude toward negotiations as do their counterparts from
smaller schools.

3.

There is a high degree of' job satisf'action among Iowa
teachers and superintendents,

In spite of the fact that a number of the findings in this

particular study are expressed more as opinions than as perceptions,
it is important to point out the growing necessity to investigate
perceptual dif'ferences of' individuals, especially within organize.tiona that are attempting to resolve interpersonal conflict.

"The

right to strike" is an opinion; however, the disagreement between
teachers and the superintendent concerning

11

the existence of direct

teacher-board communication" is a perception.

The important issue

here is that perceptual differences should be investigated and
clarified if they exist.

For example, if superintendents take

measures to review and improve communications by involving teachers
in the process, perceptions and attitudes should become more congruent.

It could well be that the channels of communication were
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open, but if they are perceived to be closed, they are closed until
the perception is changed,

The breakdown could be in perceptions

not communications.
~~~~negotiations

In an excellent review of the literature by Smith, 1 ERIC/CEA
editor, 1968, the recent works of Lieberman, Moskow, Elam, Doherty,
Oberer, Stinnett, Klienman, Ware, Dykes, Allen, Schmid, and others
were summarized.

One section of the review entitled "Future of

Negotiations" was particularly interesting and appropriate for coneluding this section on collective negotiations.

"The consensus

of these authors seems to be that the movement will expand at a
continuing rapid rate, and that negotiations will continue to take
place under a variety of procedures, 112

Some of the more specific

recommendations and predictions were:
1.

The authors generally favor legislation that perroi ts flexi-

bili ty in the conduct of negotiations so that procedures can be
adopted that fit local conditions,
2.

Teachers are expected to continue their demands for mean-

ingful negotiations with school boards and to organize more effectively.

1 sroith, Stuart C., Collective Negotiations in Education: A
Review of the Literature. ERIC/CEA Supplement, Ce'n~vanCed
study iilEducational Administration, University of Oregon, 1968,
pp. 1-8.
2loc. cit., p. 6.
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3.

More states will adopt collective negotiations statutes.

4.

Increased power of teachers

11

is generally welcomed as a

prerequisite for a strong educational system. 11
5.

"Dykt~s

considers the resistance of administrators and

boards of education to greater involvement of teachers in decision
making to be 'irrational. ' 11

6.

In Dykes' view, "collective negotiations is one of a number

of' J.arge social and cultural changes which will contribute to a
reduction of conflict between teachers and administrators and to a
democratization of the organizational structure of schools."
7,

Administrators will not be relegated to positions of'

secondary importance.

They will be required to "provide stronger

and more effective leadership than is currently provided.''

B.

on the other hand, Ohm anticipates "a growing conflict

between teachers and administrators" and pleas for "extensive and
intensive research on the problem. 11
9.

There is conflicting opinion among writers concerning a

possible merger of NEA and AFT.
10.

The fiscal structure of local school boards will probably

have to be adjusted in ways which will both increase end decrease
the authority of school boards to make certain decisions.
11.

School district consolidation will probably increase uas

public financial authorities seek to broaden the geographical base
for taxes to meet teacher demands. 11
12.

Teacher organizations will rapidly improve staffing, fund-

ing, and overall leadership.
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In conclusion, Smith1 writes:

• • • education must remain a. cooperative enterprise of
teachers, supervisors, administrators, and boards of education;
proper use of the negotiations process by each of these groups
is one way to guarantee that it will.
It is clear the future of the collective negotiation process
depends a great deal on what is happening now, and what has gone on
in the past,

It appears that there is a general consensus that the

negotiation process will eventually lead to improved educational
conditions; however, just as the collective bargaining model has
been adopted by teachers' organizations to formalize employer-

employee relationships, so have these same organizations adopted
militant tactics, such as strikes and sanctions in their attempt to
enf'orce demands,

There are those who deeply resent and are fearful

of this increasing wave of teacher "militancy. 11
Work Stoppage, Strikes, and Sanctions
The terms work stoppage, strikes, and sanctions are clarified.

in the literature as follows:
Work stoppage:

Lieberman and Moskow 2 define ''work stoppage" as:

A temporary halt to work, initiated by workers or employer,
in the form of a strike or lockout. This term was adopted by

the Bureau of Labor Statistics to replace "strikes and lockouts. 11
In aggregate figures, "work stoppages" usually means "strikes
and lockouts, if any"; as applied to a single stoppage. It
usually means strike "or" lockout Wlless it is clear that it
can only be one.

1 1oc. cit., p. 8.

2Lieberman, op. cit., p. 429.
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~: Lieberman and Moskow1 define "strike" as:
Temporary stoppage of work by e. group of employees (not
necessarily members of a union) to express a grievance, enf'orce
a demand for changes in the condi tiona of employment, obtain
recognition, or resolve a dispute with management.
Koontz 2 def'ines "strike 11 as:
The term 11 strike 11 or "work stoPllage 11 is used here as any
concerted group eff'ort that disrupts the regular scheduled instructional periods for at least one day. Strikes or work
stoppages may affect a particular school building, a local

school. district, or a state school system.

~:

The American College Dictionary3 defines

11

sanction 11 as:

1. authoritative permission; countenance or support given to
an action. 2. something to support an action, etc. 3. binding force given, or something which gives binding force, as to
an oath, rule of conduct, etc. • • •
Lieberman and M:lskow4 discuss sanctions as follows:
• • • sanctions consist of a wide range of techniques,
each of which has a different im:pact on a school system. Indeed the term itself is nothing more than a wide range of
things teachers can do to increase pressure on a schoo1 administration; when one looks at the meaning of 11 sanctions" in
:practice, it is difficult to see where they consist of anything
new, either in education or private empl.oyment.
Two examples of sanctions that ha:ve been used in education are:

(1) discouraging teachers from applying for jobs in a particular
school district, and (2) encouraging teachers in a district to

11oc. cit., p. 428.
2Koontz, Elizabeth D.,
~~'

11

NEA Views on Teacher strikes. 11

Child-

XLV (April, 1969), pp. 435-36.

\arnhart, C.L. (Ed.), The American College Dictionary.
York: Random House, 19611-, p.l07-3-.- - - - -

New

4Lieberman, op. cit., p. 307.
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resign,

Sanctions such as these are extreme and can do considerable

harm to a district.

They are, however, a source of' power to those

organizations that elect to apply pressure through sanctions.

Some individuals have difficulty in seeing di:f'ferences between
professional sanctions and strikes by teachers.

It is argued that

withdrawing of withholding services is tantamount to a strike.
There are essential differences that should be considered.
Stinnett1 writes:

11

The sanctions of withdrawing or withholding

services by teachers do not violate existing contracts. n
sanctions are invoked effect! ve the following school year.

Generally,
This

procedure allows the offending school district several months notice
to correct those condi tiona which prevent adequate educational services.
opinion.

The po"rer of the sanction lacks in its appeal to public
"If the facts supporting the profession's judgment are

clear that high quality services to children cannot be provided
under existing conditions, parents will not often support the shortchanging of' their children. 112
Stinnett3 discusses the legality of sanctions when he writes;
Whether the courts will equate professional sanctions with
teacher strikes in the public schools, and thus declare the
former illegal under the laws of certain states, probably

1 stinnett, op. cit., p. 129.
2 ibid.

31oc. cit., pp. 129-30.
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cannot at present be predicted. There are some precedents, but
they are not extena i ve enough to be definitive.
Stinnett1 cites the following examples of what could be considered legal precendents:
In the Little Lake (California) sanctions ' case, the
district asked the court to enjoin the Ca1if'ornia Teachers 1
Association from withholding teacher placement services, and
from discouraging its members from seeking employment in the
District. The courts declined to issue such injunctions. An
informal commitment of the courts expressed the point of view
that criticism of public agencies is a part of the concept ot: a
democratic society.
·
A decision of the National Labor Relations Eoard, with
reference to a case in pri va.te industry, indicates there are
three essential elements in a. strike: (1) an employee-employer
relationship must exist; (2) there must be a refusal by employees
to perform all or part of .the work they were hired to do; and
(3) the ref'usa.l to perform the work must be concerted. This
decision said: 11 ~e broadest definition of a strike includes
'quitting work' or 'stoppage of work.' Men cannot quit work
before they are hired; they cannot stop work before they start.
We reject therefore, the contention that the alleged refusal to
refer employees (by the Wlion involved) should be construed as
a strike."
This decision would seem to have some analogy to various
sanctions that have been applied in education.

Such sanctions would

appear not to embrace all of the three essential elements in a strike
as previously described.

The legal right that private employees enjoy to strike and engage in a.cti vi ties, such as picketing and boycotts is a powerf'ul
bargaining leverage; however, such activities have rarely been
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considered legal in public employment.

At least fifteen states have

enacted legislation prohibiting strikes by public employees.

In the

absence of' statutes, many state courts have applied sanctions on
those participating in strike activities. 1
The legal view that strikes by :public employees are illegs.l is
usually justified on the busis of

11

sovereignty. 11

The Connecticut

court supported the sovereignty argument in the Norwalk Teachers 1
2
case. In its ruling regarding strikes, it said:
In the American system, sovereignty is inherent in the
people. They can delegate it to a government which they
create and operate by law. They can give that government the
power and authority to perform certain duties and :f'urnish
certain services. The government so created and empowered must
employ people to carry on its task. Those people are agents of'
the government. They exercise some part of the sovereignty
entrusted to it. They occupy a status entirely different from
those who carry on a private enterprise. To say that they can
strike is equivalent to saying they can deny the authority of'
government and contravene the public welfare.

The

11

sovereignty 11 argument leaves teachers and other publ.ic

empl.oyees in a curious position during collective bargaining.

While

they may bargain collect! vely, they are legally denied the right to
engage in those demonstrations of strength which have, at times,
been :found necessary to produce agreement at the bargaining tabl.e.
There are those who do not subscribe to the "sovereignty11
argument.

This line of reasoning has produced a

which favors legalizing teacher strikes.

counter~argument

Supporters of this view

1Doherty and Oberer, op. cit., p. 97.
2ibid.
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infer a constitutional basis for their position.

Moskm?- writes:

Some authorities still maintain, however, that "no-strike 1'
statutes are only constitutional when the health and saf'ety of
the public are endangered. They would have no objection to
"no-strike 11 legislation pertaining to policemen and firemen,
since this would clearly jeopardize the health and safety of
the public.
• • • These author! ties feel that statutes should at least se:y
that under some circumstances public employees have the right

to strike.
Moskow2 cites two recent court cases that "seem to differ from
the traditional view towards strikes by public employees."

The New

Hampshire Supreme Court upheld an injunction prohibiting a teacher

organization from striking.

In its opinion the court said:3

"There is no doubt that the Legisl.a.ture is to provide by
1 Statute" that public employees may enforce their right to
collective bargaining by arbitration or strike. 11
In another opinion in a Minnesota case the court said: 4

''. • • to indulge in the expression of a personal belief and
then to ascribe to it a legality on some tenuous theory of'
sovereignty or supremacy of' government • • • the right to
strike is rooted in the freedom of men, and he may not be
denied that right except by clear, unequivocal language embodied
in a constitution, statute, ordinance, rule, or contract."
Whether or not these opinions can be considered beginning modifications in the traditional sovereignty view is debatable.

In

any event, the traditional view still exists and strikes by public
employees, including teachers, are illegal.

1Moskow, Michael H., Teachers and Unions, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, University of Pennsylvania;"'""l9bb,"P. 54.
2 ibid.
\bid.

4

ibid.
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In spite of the fact that strikes and work stoppages are
1

illegal, they have been increasing at a rapid rate.

Koontz

writes:

"Although no teacher wants to strike, many thousands of them have
felt that they must strike--that they have been forced to leave
their classrooms to obtain improved education for children and
better teaching conditions.

From 1940 through July, 1968, more than

287,000 teachers participated in 295 work stoppages involving an
estimated 1.,824,363 man-days. 11
The NEA Research Bull.etin

2

reports:

The past school year from August, 1967 through June, 1968,
was witness to a vertiable explosion in teacher strikes and
work stoppages--a total of 114. These strikes accounted for
over one-third of the number of teacher strikes and 80 percent
of the estimated number of man-days involved in strikes since
1940. They occurred in 21 of the 50 states and in the District
of Columbia and ranged from 1 day to more than 3 weeks.
Koontz 3 reports on teacher organization involvement in the 114
strikes during the 1.967-68 school. year:
• • . 70 of which were called by local and state affiliates of
the National Education Association (NEA), .38 by affiliates of
the teachers 1 union, 2 by joint action of the local association
and the union, 1 by an unaff'iliated organization, and 3 by
teachers who belonged to no organization.

1 Koontz, op. cit., p. 435.
2

, "Teacher Strikes in Perspective. 11

Bullet>n, XLVI (December, 1968), pp. 113-116.

31oc. c::it.
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Lambert

l.

suggests that strikes have been nurtured by the apatby

of the public and some school officials.

He predicts that strikes

''are destined to decrease, however, as the taxpaying public exhibits
a willingness to pay for quality education and as ground rules for
teacher-board negotiations become perfected and acc:epted in more

communities."

"reacher strikes are illegal, end yet both the NEA and the AFT
have increasingly supported their affiliates who have become involved
in such action.

Basic positions and policies have changed in both

organizations; however, the greatest change has taken place within

the National Education Association.
In 1962, the ll.lEA's Representative Assembly passed the following

resolution: 2
The seeking of' consensus end mutual agreement on a prof'essional basis should preclude the arbitrary exercise of'
uni1ateral e.uthority by boards of' education and the use of'
strikes by teachers.
In 1965, the last seven words of' the resolution were changed

to read: 3
The seeldng of consensus and mutual agreement on a professional basis should preclude the arbitrary exercise of unilateral authority by boards of' education, administrators, or
teachers.

1 ibid.

2Lieberman, op. cit., p. 289.
3ibid.
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Lieberman and Moskow1 report that:

11 •

,

•

prior to the 1965

amendment, the resolution in force did not assert that the NEA was
opposed to teacher strikes, regardless of the circumstances.
Neither did it state the conditions under which the NEA would
approve a teacher' strike,

In effect, it said only that strikes

would not happen if people were reasonable. 11
In May of 1968, the Representative Assembly adopted the following policy regarding strikes: 2

The National Education Association recognizes that the
deplorable conditions in education in some school systems have
brought about emergency situations which have f'orced educators
to take drastic measures.
The Association recommends several procedures to be used
in the resol.ution of impasse. They are mediation, fact-finding,
voluntary arbitration, political action, and sanctions. The
Association believes these procedures should make the strike
unnecessary and recommends that every effort be made to avoid
the strike as a procedure for the resolution of impasse. The
Association supports efforts by its state and local affilia.tes
to obtain repeal of state l.e.ws which prohibit the withdrawal of
services.
It recognizes that under conditions of severe stress,
causing deterioration of the education program, and when good
faith attempts at resolution have been rejected, strikes have
occurred and may occur in the future. In such instances, the
Association will offer all of the services at its command to
the affiliate. concerned to help resolve the impasse.

The Association denounces the practice of staf'fing schools
with any personnel when, in an eff'ort to provide high quality
education, educators withdraw their services.

11oc. cit., p. 292.
2 Koontz, op. cit., p. 436.
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The m:A. has spelled out its position and its intent to support
those affiliates who "withdraw their services."

The motive f'or this

position is clear when one considers the following statement by
Koontz: 1

11

I do not see how the NEA could adopt any other policy.

It must support its aff'iliates or go out of' business,"

This state-

ment substantiates the view that policies and positions have been
forced to change in order to meet the competition for membership
between these rival organizations.
The AFT position, on the other hand, has been quite clear since
the adoption of the following resolution in 1964: 2

Whereas, numerous boards of education have refUsed to
grant the right to a representation election in accordance with
established policy, procedure, and practice in other areas of'

employment, and
Whereas, even a:f'ter the establishment of collective bar..
gaining school boards often fail to bargain in good faith,
Therefore Be It Resolved: that the AFT recognize the
right of locals to strike under certain circumstances, and Be
It Further
Resolved: that the AFT urge the AFL-CIO and aff'iliated
international unions to support such strikes when they occur.

Regardless of' national policies, affiliates of both the AFT and

the NEA have been involved in a large nwnber of strikes.
Because the term ' 1strike" is unpopular and because strikes may
evoke heavy legal penalties, both organizations have applied other

1 ibid.
2 op. cit,, p. 292,
3 ibid,
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labels, such as "mass-resignation", and "prof'essiona.l holidays."
Regardless of organizational semantics; administrators, citizens,
and many educators see no basic differences between such labels,

In

fact, the Bureau of Labor Statistics counts a "professional holidayn
as a strilte in its statistics on work stoppa.ses by teachers.
Lieberman and Moskow1 point out that:

". , , from a legal standpoint

there is no difference between 'professional holiday 1 and 'strikes,'"
Both actions could be enjoined by the courts and could subject O!'ganization leaders to fines and imprisonment for such violations.

Some of the major argwnents against teacher strikes deal with
the adverse effect they have on children,

There are those who argue

that strikes deprive children of schooling,

In a majority of cases,

however, such closings are invariably made up by lengthening the
school year or adjusting the school calendar,

Classes that are

missed by students can, and generally are, made up at a later date,
Lieberman and Moskow 2 give the follow.ing answer to the question:
"Should teacher strikes be prohibited for the sake of children'? 11
We don't even know how long such a strike would have to be,
but it would haYe to continue for a long time indeed to justify
this argument, Schools are closed for swnrner, Christmas,
Easter, and Thanksgiving vacations, for football games, basketball tournaments, harvesting, teachers' conventions, inclement
weather, presidential visits, and for a host of other reasons

11oc, cit,, p. 296,

21oc. cit., p. 299·
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without anyone getting excited over the harm done to children.
But if schools are closed for one day a.s a result of a teacher
strike, the time lost supposedly constitutes irreparable damage
to them. Intellectually, this is not an overwhelming argument.
Koontz 1 discusses an argument or "line of reasoning" that is
11

Unique to education."
This line of reasoning is as follows: a teacher's primary
obligation is to the children and therefore, a strike by
teachers is always wrong regardless of circumstances or eff'ect
upon public health, safety, or welfare.
2
Koontz gives the following conclusion in response to this

position:
Teachers who walk off the job after they have exhausted

every other method of bringing about needed improvements show
dedication and commitment, Their colleagues who remain on the
job allow the deterioration to continue and this, i t seems to
me, is the greater disservice to the children,
It appears that the major arguments concerning the adverse
effects of strikes on children are more emotional than logical.

If,

however, there is the slightest possibility that damage has been
done or adverse effects have taken place, it is incumbent on those
in the teaching profession t.o research and invest.igate the problem,

In an excellent article entitled "Looking Beyond Strikes" by
Andrews, 3 several interesting predictions are made about the future

~oontz,
2

op. cit., p. 436.

ibid.

3Andrews, J. Edward, Jr., "Looking Beyond the Strikes. 11
XLV (April, 1969), pp. 454-56.

h£2.!1 ~'

~~
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involvement of teachers in education.
teachers and school boards gain

11

It is hypothesized that as

experience and maturity" in the use

of the collective bargaining model, "the collective power of teachers
will be used in ways that will make the strike in public education
useless and needless."
Andrews predicts that the NEA and AFT will eventually merge and
become one organization.

This merger will eliminate the competition

for teacher allegiances and the need to show "overt toughness" will
diminish.

The political power of teachers will increase and the

strike will "probably not be an effective tool for use in education,"
Andrews 1 writes:
• . • collective action by teachers will shift from the
sidewalks to the legislatures, Realistically, teachers will be
able to exert far more power in the political arena than they
have in the pseudo-political arene. of strike activities.

Perhaps the achievement of such political action will
dictate that the operational school system model be changed.
Such a model must prcvide for positive and unified rather than
divisive relationships among all members of the professional
staff and the ultimate control of the public school must rest
with the schools' owners, the public.
Strikes will become "as archiac in public education as they are
in other areas of our economy." 2

Teachers will become involved in

the political arena and evolve into a powerful legislative body.
"Such activity will increase the power of teachers beyond the
present level and insure the real involvement of teachers in educe.tiona! decision-making,

The ultimate result will be a substantive

11oc. cit., p. 454.
21oc. cit., p. 456.
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improvement of educational opportunity for all children. 111

It is not logical to suppress teacher bargaining in an effort
to eliminate the problem of strikes or work stoppages in public
education,
accordingly.

Change is inevitable Wld institutions must adjust
Doherty and Oberer2 recolll!llend a possible solution to

the strike problem when they write:
What we need are techniques for resolving teacher bargaining impasses which will minimize strikes. Merely outlawing
strikes is not enough, because, as we have seen, this does not
prevent strilces, but only renders them illegal, And if we are
to have strikes by teachers anyway, there is a strong argument
for legalizing them in order to maintain respect for the law-particularly in the case of teachers since they are apt to serve
as models for their students, either in keeping or breaking the
law.
Wolcott 3 agrees with the concept of improved impasse techniques
and proposes that statutory impasse machinery will nbe more effective
if either (a) the recommendations of third-party interveners are
binding on both parties, or (b) employer organizations are permitted,
where the employer refuses to accept those recommendations, to engage in self-help. 11

4

Doherty and Oberer

are more specific when they

write:

1 ibid.

2 noherty and Oberer, op. cit., p. 104.
3Wolcott, Donald, nselective Comments on Legislation Governing
Employer-Employee Relations in the Public Schools. n EmployerEmployee Relations in the Public Schools, (Ed.) Rober~erty,
A PublicatiOn-or-theN€W"York state School of Industrial and Labor
Relations, January, 1967, p. 3.

\p.

cit., p. 104.
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The strike should be declared illegal, and impasseresolving procedures provided, including the final step or
arbitration or fact finding with recommendations; however, in
the event the school board refuses to abide by the decision of'
the arbitration body or recommendations of the fact f'inders,
the teachers should then have the right to strike.
In summary, the forecast for the future includes:

(1) a de-

crease in the effectiveness and use of' strikes and work stoppages in
education, (2) a possible merger of NEA. and AFT, (3) improved
teacher-board relations, (4) greater political power and legislative
involvement by teachers, (5) a greater involvement by teachers in
educational decision making, ( 6) legislative action toward improved
impasse-resolution, and (?) improved relations between educators and
the general public.
Participative Management Theory
In Chapter I it wa.s suggested that perhaps the key to the
resolution of conflict situations in education could be found in the
research that has been done in labor-management relations and the
behavioral sciences.
To recapitulate, Dr. Rensis Likert and his staf'f' at the Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, have done extensive
research to investigate the ef'fecti veness of various management
systems.

Their findings support the theory that pa.rticipati ve

management creates an organizational climate which dev·elops people
who are more highly motivated, who have positive attitudes, and who
have greater job satisfaction.

All of

thea~

variables add up to

greater productivity, lower costs, and higher profits.

The success
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of participative management techniques can be attributed to the
fundamental concern that is shown for the dignity and worth of the
hwnan component a.t aJ.l levels of the organization.

11

In his book

~ !!!.9:.

Abraham Maslow describes a

11

1

Personality 1954, II writes 'Weisborn, l

need hierarchy' suggesting that

tion proceeds up a ladder of human need.

mot iva-

His ideas seem to suggest

that 'a satisfied need is not a motivator, 1 and that people do their
best only in situations offering more than good pay and benefits--a
chance for growth and improvement."

One of the most important

aspects of the participative management theory is that it is concerned with the
organization.

11

growth and involvement 11 of individuals within the

It is concerned with satisfying basic needs which will

enabl.e people to have the psychological freedom to participate and
become involved in creative interaction with others.
According to Weisborn, 2

11

Frederick Hersberg in Work

~~

Nature ~Man (1966), confirmed and elaborated upon his earlier
Motivation Hygiene Theory.
are

1 hygiene

factors,

1

Fringe benefits, working conditions, etc.,

essential but not motivating.

Responsibility

achievement, recognition and growth opportunities are factors which
motivate people to perform better. 11

lweisborn, Marvin R.,
~'

11

It is interesting to note that

Wha.t, Not Again!

Manage People Better? 11

(January-February, 1970) 2-9·

2 ibid.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

68
both Ma.slow and Herzberg consider good pay and fringe benefits as

"essential''; however, they are not the only factors to be considered,
The satisfaction of economic needs is only the first step toward
guiding people to maximum social, emotional, and psychological
hes.lth.

Douglas Me Gregor and Rensis Likert have had a great impact on
modern management theory,

Weisborn1 has discussed and compared their

theories as follows :

(1960~s ~!~b:~l~~ Mcr!~~g~~~=iy~::=ks~~e 1~

:!i?~!se

this century. McGregor, a psychologist, college president
(Antioch), and management professor at MIT, cut through jargon

to describe two sets of contrasting "assumptions'' e.bout man and
his relation to work. In consequence, "Theory X" (men are
willtul, lazy, capricious and in need of constant watching),
and "Theory Y" (men like work, seek res:ponsibility, are capable
of self control) have become part of management language. The
latter theory, McGregor argued, more nearly corres:ponded to the
evidence derived from research into human capability. Before
his death in 1961~, McGregor often lamented that Theory Y was
commonly mistaken to mean 11 soft 11 management, when he in fact
believed that high management standards and goals were implicit.
Rensis Likert showed that an organization is a complex
system in which leadership, motivation, decision making, communication and control tend to vary together. Likert maintains
that these can be measured, and over a stretch of' time related
closely to production and :profit. He described four organizational model systems.
Likert's "System 1 11 manager, a dictatorial type, might be
said to hold Theory X assumptions; his "System 4" manager, who
seeks group consensus, would probably believe in Theory Y. In
New Patterns of Management (1961) and The Human Organization\!967), LJ.kert"suggested radical changes-iil'S"tructure, behavior,
and the collection and use of management data by those who
would tap the f'ull :potential of their employees. His proposal
that the value of people be measured and ms.naged as carefully as
land, buildings, and machinery has led to work, now in progress,
on a revolutionary human asset accounting system.
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Measuring organizational performance
Traditionally companies regularly secure measurements which
deal with such end result variables as production, sales, profits,
equipment, a:nd inventories.
given to measuring

11

Very little, if any, attention has been

intervening factors," which significantly in-

f'luence the end result variables just mentioned.

The factors that

have been neglected include such qualities of' the human organization
that staff the company as its loyalty, skills, motivations, and
capacity f'or effective decision-making, communication, and interaction.
In 1958, Likert 1 wrote:

"(1) The traditional theory of manage-

ment, which domina:t.es current concepts as to what should be measured,
largely ignores motivational and other human behavior variables.

(2) Until recently the social. sciences were not developed enough to
provide methods for measuring the quality of the human organization."
Since that time Dr. Likert has pioneered the development of in..
struments which are capable of' measuring a variety of organizational
variables.

Motivation, communication, decision-making, and leader-

ship processes are a few of the variables that can now be measured.
Profiles of organizational characteristics can be plotted and
evaluated to determine how individuals at all levels within the
organization perceive interaction, leadership, and management systems

\ikert, Rensis, "Measuring Organizational Performance"
~ ~ ~' XXXVI (March-April, 1958), 41.. 50.
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that are being used.

This kind of measurement is va.lue.ble because

it provides feedback to managers indicating how people feel they e.re
treated, motivated, and involved.

If weaknesses are detected,

mana.gement systems can be shif'ted and corrective measures can be
taken to improve the situation.

Periodic checks can be made to see

if perceptions have been changed a.nd the problem has been corrected.

This kind of measurement is extremely valuable in checking the
psychological, emotional, and attitudine.l health of an organization.

Participative

m

management (System 4)

According to Likert: 1

All component parts of any system of mana.ge-

11

ment must be consistent with each of' the other parts and re:flects
the system's basic philosophy.

In an authoritative form of organiza-

tion, decisions are made at the top; in a participative form, they
are made widely throughout the organization."

Likert has catagorized

various approaches to management into four major "systems."
can be described as follows:

They

(1) System 1 or exploitive-

authoritative style of management, (2) System 2 or benevolentauthoritative management, (3) System 3 or consultative management,
and ( 4) System 4 or pa.rticipe.ti ve-group management.
On a horizontal continuum, with System 1 on the extreme left to
System 4 on the extreme right, the four systems, really blend into

1Likert, ~~.!!:,Management, op. cit., p. 222.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

7l
one another and make one continuum with many intermediate patterns.
Likert 1 writes:
When all the diff'erent management systems which involve at
least a moderate degree of control or influence are examined,
it becomes evident that they can be ordered • • • along a continuum involving the kinds of controls and motivational forces
used and the kinds or attitudinal responses evoked, When these
different f'orms of' organization are so arrayed, a significant
observation emerges: all the many operating procedures and
the many performance characteristics of the different management
systems f'orm an orderly pattern along every horizontal dimension.
As one examines the operating characteristics and performance
qualities of the dif'ferent forms of organization, two facts emerge.

2

First is that to function at its best each system of
organization requires personalities, skills, and characteristic
ways of interacting on the part of leaders and members which
f'it that particular system. For instance, authoritarian organizations require dependent personalities on the part of' all except those in control {Argyris, 1957c). Participative organizations require emotionally mature personalities. (Morse and
Reimer, 1956; Tannenbaum and Allport, 1956; Vroom, 196oc).
The second fact about these different forms of organization
is that each tends to produce people sui ted to function well
within that system, Each system tends to mold people in its
own image. Authoritarian organizations tend to develop dependent people and few leaders. Participative organizations tend
to develop emotionally mature persons capable of effective
interaction, initiative, and leadership.
System 4 or participative-group management is the system called
for by the newer modern management theory.

Since it is possible to

measure organizational characteristics, feedback information ca.n be
used to assess how well the newer theory is being applied.

Periodic

measurement of intervening and end-result variables can point to and

11oc. cit., p. 234.
21oc. cit., p. 235-36.
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suggest ways of modifying procedures to achieve desired performance

characteristics and levels of performance.
~' intervening,~ ~t ~

Since part of' tbe statistical analysis used in this study

measures and compares causal variables it is appropriate to discuss
Likert 1 defines the three cl.assif'i-

these variabl.es at this point.
cations of variables as follows:

11 Causal 11 variables include the structure of' the organization and management 1 s policies, decisions, business and leader-

ship strategies, skills, and behavior,
i'he nintervening11 variables ret"lect the internal state and
health of the organization, e.g., the loyalties, attitudes,
motivations, performance goals, and perceptions of all members
and their collective capacity for effective interaction, communication, end decision-making.
The 11 end-result" variables are the dependent variables
which reflect the achievements of the organization, such as its
productivity, cost, scrap loss, and earnings.
According to Likert2 the "causal" variables are the key to orge.nizational improvement.
shi:ft more toward System

When an organization is seeking to make a

4, the effort to change should be focused

initially on causal variables.

There is a close interrelationship

between all three categories of' variables •

Changes brought about in

the causal. variables will lead in turn to changes in the intervening
and end-result variables.

For example, if' a company decides to move

toward System 4 management, it must change certain policies.

\ikert,

~~Organization,

op. cit., p. 27.

2J.oc. cit., p. 143.
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leadership strategies, and behaviors (causal variables).

If such

changes are more supportive and involve people in decision-making,

etc., then loyalties, attitudes, motivations, and perceptions will
change (intervening variables).

These changes in turn will be re-

fleeted in lower costs, higher earnings, and greater productivity
(end-result variables).

The interrelationships between causal, in-

tervening, and end-result variables are very complex.
What about the future of' organizational theory and research?
Likert and Bowers 1 Wl'ite:
The available and growing evidence justifies the view that
further research very probably will demonstrate strong and consistent relationships among the causal, intervening, and endresult variables; that certain leadership styles and management
systems consistently will be found more highly motivating and
yielding better organizational performance than others.
If this proves to be the case, the emergence of more valid
and effective organizational theory and improved management
systems will have a wide spread impact on all kinds o£ administration: education, hospitals, business, and government.
S\llll!D8ry

The survey of the related literature indicates that there is
great concern over the status of employer-employee relations in
public education.

Legislative enactments and judicial decisions

pertaining to labor-management relations in the private sector have

1Likert, Rensis, Bowers, David, "Organizational Theory and
Huma.n Resource Accounting, 11 ~Psychologist, XXIV (June, 1969),

585-592.
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provided the legal precedents needed f'or teachers and other public

ernp1oyees to enter into collective negotiations with their employers.
Teachers' organizations have adopted the collective bargaining model
as the most direct and efficient method of' resolving the classical
questions o:f' wages, hours and conditions of employment.

Teachers'

organizations have also demanded appropriate representation and

active, not token, involvement in the planning and implementation of
educational policies and procedures.
The application of' modern me.na3ement techniques could be the
answer to improving empJ.oyer-employee relations in education.

Par..

ticipative management theory accepts and encourages active involvement of all peopJ.e in an organization in the planning and decisionmaking process.

This system of management helps to satisfy the

basic needs that people have to achieve, to be recognized, to have
responsibility, a.nd to have growth opportunities.

Research has

shown that people who are employed in organizations that use participative management have better attitudes, are more highly motivated,
and have greater job satisfaction.

With these considerations in

mind the reader's attention will now be directed to the research

procedures that were used in this investigation.
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nr

PROCEDURES AND RESEARCH DES:DlN

This investigation was a field-study involving a S&n!Ple of
all board members, superintendents, administrative staff personnel.,

principals and a fifteen per cent random sample of teachers in each
of twenty school districts in the state of Michigan.

The purpose

of this investigation was to compare the management systems, as
perceived by school personnel at different J.evels of the educational hierarchy, between ten school. districts that have been involved

in uwork stoppages" during the 1969-70 school year and ten school

districts that had never been involved in ''work stoppages. 11 Man-

agement systems were measured by f'ive anonymous, self'.. administered
Prof'i~ 2!,! ~ (POS) questionnaires, which were selected on

the bas_is of their relatedness to the hypotheses of this study.
The Variables

Two independent variables (the cause) were identified in this
investigation as:

(l.) the management system being used in the

districts, and ( 2) the influence o:f teacher negotiations under the
provisions o:f Public Act 379.

were identi:fied as:

The dependent variables (the e:f:fect)

(1) involvement in a work stoppage, and (2)

non .. involvement in a work stoppage.

75
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Samples and Populations
The population in this investigation represented twenty
school districts located in the state of' Michigan.

Participating

districts were located in seven counties which spread across the
middle and southern sections of' the state.

They were also located

around and near most of' the major metropolitan areas, such as Ann
Arbor, Battle Creek, Detroit, Flint, Lansing, and Pontiac.

To

protect the anonymity of participating districts and respondents,
exact locations and district names were not cited.

All partici-

pating districts were identified by the :following code numbers:
(1) The ten work stoppage districts are coded with the numbers 1
through 10; (2) The ten non-work stoppage districts are coded with
the numbers 11 through 20.

District code numbers were explained

at this point so the reader would not be confused when reading
tables and appendices.
Since f'if'teen per cent of' all teachers in each district

wer~

"'andonUy select.ed as recipients; and since all board members, superintendents, administrative staff, principals, and teachers were
also asked to respond, i t is felt that the basic assumptions of
normality and homogeneity within the population have been controlled
and are warranted in this study.
In an eff"ort to control f"or intervening variables; such as
social, cultural, racial, and economic dif'ferencea between groups,
each work stoppage district was matched with a non-work stoppage
district of similar pupil size and geographical location.

When
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possible, consideration was e.lso given to matching districts with
similar millage rates, state equalized valuation, and average
teachers' salaries.

It is assumed that the population is representa-

tive of populations in other districts of' similar size and demographic characteristics in the state of Michigan,
The total numbers of recipients in each group in each district are listed in Table 1.

The total numbers of recipients in

each group in both work stoppage and non-work stoppage groups are
listed in Table 2.

Tables 3 and 4 present selected criteria for

the determination of comparability for work stoppage and non-work
stoppage school districts.
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Table 1
Recipients in Work Stoppage Districts
District Code

6

*BM

9

6

10
7

Total

69
10
28

AA
p

12

13

71

9

T

45

18

16

32

22

29

21

66

36

21

306

Total

67

31

30

51

36

44

35

92

58

40

484

Recipients in Non-Work Stoppage Districts
District Code
ll

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Total

*BM

69

AA

23

10

10

13

4

T

15

21

20

25

39

ll

65

52

15

27

290

Total

27

37

37

41

61

21

86

79

28

45

462

13

7

*BM

=

70

Board Members

M = Administra.ti ve Assistants
T = Teachers
S = Superintendents
P
Principals
::::1
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Table 2

Total Number of Recipients in
Work Stoppage and Non ..Work Stoppage Districts
Work

Non-Work

Stoppage

Stoppage

Total.

Board Members

69

69

138

Superintendents

10

10

20

Administrative
Assistants

28

23

51

Principals

71

70

141

306

290

596

484

462

946

Teachers

~
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Table 3
Selected Criteria for the Determination
of Comparability for Work Stoppage and
Non-Work Stoppage School Districts
Work Stoppage Districts:
Number

of

Pupils

7

10

Average
Teachers
Salary

State

Millage

Equalized
Valuation

Rates

6,349

9,023

12,200

2,432

c1,976

19,845

18.87

2,686

7 ,95B

10,823

16.20

26.78

5,117

8,260

8,486

16.53

3,364

8,924

10,382

23.05

4,936

B,33B

9,955

10.28

3,330

10,418

33,1~72

23.09

8,9?3

9,882

21,025

22.15

4,5B2

8,145

23,566

22.30

4u,182
,95

88,8f3
7,7 7

15~:~~~

2~~:~1

Average

4,495

8, 774.70

15,835.90

20.69
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Table

4

Selected Criteria for the Determination
of Comparability for Work Stoppage and
Non-Work Stoppage School Districts
Non-Work Stoppage Districts:
Number
of

Average
Teachers

Pupils

Salary

State
Equalized
Valuation

Millage
Rates

11

2.041

9,093

16,492

12

3,378

8,911

10,390

23.70

13

3,603

9.356

8,867

11.28

20.22

14

3,177

8,8o6

14,362

36.89

15

6,440

9,038

11,775

16.90
15.50

16

1,746

8,229

6,346

17

9,977

10,149

10,297

35.90

18

8,249

10,305

11,047

24.20

19

2,401~

8,429

8,581

22.45

20

4,653

8,798
91,114

17,329
115,486

16.28
223.32

45,bb6
Average

4,567

9,111.40

11,548.60

22.33
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Instrwnenta.tion
The data gathering instruments used in this study were developed by Dr. Rensis Likert e.nd Jane Gibson Likert.
are adapted from the ~

2£

The instruments

Organizational Characteristics (FCC)

forms that have been widely used in measuring organizational variables and management systems in business and industry.

An example

of the POC form and the rationale for its use can be found in Dr.

Likert.' a,~~ Orsa.niza.tion:

lli, Manasement !!!£ ~. 1

Recently, Dr. Likert prepared several~

2f!

~

(POS)

questionnaires to be used in measuring management systems and organizational variables as perceived by:

(1) board members, (2) superin-

tendents, (3) administrative assistants, (4) principals, (5) teachers.

The POS questionnaires are unique, because each of the forms

is speci'fic.a.lly designed to measure the perceptions of' personnel at
each level of the educational hierarchy.

For example, there is a

specific form for board members, a specific .form .for superintendents,
and so on.

Each form provides information on how the individual

perceives himself' and others within the organization.
page from one of the
Appendix.

~

A sample

g£ .! §.£!:!£9l forms is included in the

(Exhibit 1)

Respondents were asked to mark an
item or question on the form.

11

N1' (N=NOW) response on each

The response was placed on a twenty

point continuum at the place which best f'it his response to the

1 op. cit., pp. 197-211.
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answer.

The continuwn is also divided into four parts which repre-

sent the four management systems.

System 1 ( authoritative) was

located on the extreme left and System 4 (participative group
management) was located on the extreme right.

The researcher in-

quired about the :possibility of the response set phenomenon when all
items had System l on the left and System

I~

on the right.

Dr. Al

Siepert, of the Institute for Social Research, explained that similar
questionnaires had been developed where System 1 and System 4 were
alternated at various points to control for response set,

It was

found, however, that there were no significant differences in responses when systems were alternated and when they were not.
It should be pointed out that Dr. Likert suggested that a
second response be solicited from respondents who had been in their
present position for three or more years.

Respondents were asked to

mark a "P" (P,Previously) on each continuwn.

This request was made

to see if there were any perceived differences between ''P" and nNn
responses on each question,

The "pn responses were not analyzed in

this study for the following reasons:

(l) they were not included

as part of the analysis in the original proposal, (2) many of the
respondents who had been in their present position for three or more
years neglected, or ignored the request, {3) a number of respondents
completed the "N" response and only partially answered the "P"
responses, and (4) there is some question about the accuracy and
validity of recalled perceptions over such a long period of time.
Recalled perceptions can be influenced by a large number of'
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intervening variables which may affect such a response.

For

instance, the selective forgetting or remembering phenomenon could
be operating when such a response was made.

Intervening variables,

such as increased district size, consolidation, unification, teacher
militancy, student unrest, millage defeats, and many more, could

account for differences in "past" and "now" responses.

It is

dif'ficult, if not impossible, to control for all of these variables.
Reliability

2f.

~

instruments

In a recent study done by Donald R. Miller in six school districts in California, reliability coefficients were computed on each
of the five questionnaires,

The Spearman-Brown formula was used to

compute the coefficients of reliability for all items and causal
groups identified in each questionnaire.

Dr. Rensis Likert provided

the swnmary of coefficients that are found in the Appendix (Exhibit
2).

The results of these computations show that each of the instru-

ments have demonstrated a relatively high level of reliability,

The

instrwnents were selected for use in this investigation because of
their established reliability and because of their suitability and
applicability to the problem being investigated.
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Statistical Hypotheses
In general, 1t was hypothesized that non-work stoppage respondents would perceive the management systems being used in their
school districts to be more toward participative management (System

4) than respondents in work stoppage districts.

Specifically, the

statistical hypotheses tested at each level of the educational
hierarchy can be expressed as follows:
Null hypothesis:

No difference will be found in perceived manage-

ment systems between work stoppage and non-work stoppage groups.

Legend:

M1 = work stoppage group mean;
~

Alternate hypothesis:

= non-work

stoppage group mean.

The work stoppage group mean score will be

l.ess than the non-work stoppage group mean score.

Legend:

M1 = work stoppage group mean;
~

= non-work stoppage group mean.

Symbolically the statistical hypotheses for this study are written
as follows:
Board Members

Hol= Ml=

Me

H1= M1 Of:1

Superintendents

Ho2= M1=

Me

11:2= Ml

Administrative
Assistants
Principals

Ho3" Ml=

Me

!3• M1 <Me

Ho4• M1=

Me

H4= M1

Teachers

Ho5= M1=

Me

It;= M1

<11:1
<Me
<Me
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Procedures
Preliminary planning
Prior to conunencernent of data gathering, some preliminary
planning was necessary.

The State Department of Education provided

a list of all districts that had been involved in work stoppages
during the 1969-70 school year.

At that time a total of thirty-nine

districts had been involved in work stoppages ranging from one de.y
to twenty-one days.

These work stoppages af'fected some 11,491

teachers and 273,240 students.

Thirty-four of those districts were

affiliated with MEA and five were affiliated with MFT.

The total

number of days of work stoppages at that time for thirty-eight districts was three hundred days,

One of the districts was involved in

a work stoppage at the time the report was filed and it was not included in the average,

Three hundred deys of work stoppages averaged

7.89 days for each of the thirty-eight districts.
Fifteen of the districts on the work stoppage list met the
criteria established for work stoppage districts.

They all had been

involved in five or more days of work stoppages during the 1969-70
school year, and they all had a. student enrollment between 2,000 and
10,000 students.

Ten districts were randomly selected from those

districts that qualified.

The remaining five districts were

ran~

doml.y selected and ordered as a1 ternates in the event that any of the

first ten districts elected not to participate in the study.

Two of

the original districts did not participate and it became necessary to
use the first two alternate districts.
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The ten non-work stoppage districts were selected after the
superintendents in the work stoppage districts had agreed to participate in the study.

With their help each work stoppage district

was matched with a non-work stoppage district of similar geographic
and demographic characteristics.

Each non-work stoppage district

met the criteria established for that group.

None of the districts

had ever been involved in a work stoppage, and they had a student
enrollment between 2,000 and 10,000 students.

Table 5 provides

statistics concerning both groups.
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Table 5
Statistics f'or Work Stoppage
and Non-Work Stoppage School Districts
School Days

District
Students

Teachers

Out

6,349
2,432
2,686
5,117
3,364
4,936
3,330
8,973
4,582
3,182

285
110
95
195
125
175
165
385
225
140

21
13
6
7
20
12
19
19
12
16

Total

44,951

1,900

145

Average

4,495

190

11

2,041

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

3,378
3,603
3,177
6,440
1,746
9,977
8,249
2,4o4
4,653

99
144
125
166
73
430
350
99
183

Total

45,668

1,932

Average

4,567

193

Code

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

263

14.5

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
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Prior to visiting each of the superintendents to ask permission
to distribute the POS forms in their districts, envelopes were prepared which contained copies of each of the questionnaires, the
respondent data form, and the form letter which would be sent to
each recipient.

A copy of the form letter is included in the

Appendix (Exhibit 3).
This researcher visited each district and made a personal contact with each superintendent.

In three districts the superinten-

dents were not available and the assistant superintendent approved
the distribution of questionnaires.

During these meetings, the pur-

pose of the study was carefully explained and questions pertaining
to the questionnaires, data analysis, anonymity, and the method of
distribution and collection of data 11ere answered.

At first several

of the superintendents were apprehensive about distributing questionnaires at the time when negotiating tewns were starting collective
negotiations.

They did not want the faculty organizations to think

that this study was directed by their boards of education and administrators.

Three of the superintendents granted approval after the

purpose of the .study had been explained and. approved by their faculty
club presidents.

It should be pointed out that all of the superin-

tendents were most helpful and cooperative.

For instance, they

granted permission to distribute questionnaires and follow-up letters to recipients through their district mail services.

They also

provided district directories from which the names of board members,
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administrative staff,

principals~

and teachers could be obtained.

Af'ber permission was granted in all districts the researcher
prepared the questionnaires for each recipient.

Each recipient re-

ceived an envelope containing the respondent data form, a POS form,
a personally addressed form letter, and a self-addressed, stamped
envelope in which to return the questionnaire directly to the researchero

POS questionnaires were coded with a district number so

they could be assigned to the proper district when they were returned.

After all the recipient forms were prepared and addressed,

the researcher visited each district again and distributed the
questionnaires.

Two weeks after the questionnaires had been de-

livered the researcher prepared and delivered a follow-up letter to
the recipient in each district.

Since there was no wa:y of knowing

which recipients had responded, the follow-up letter served the
dual purpose of thanking those who had responded and encouraging
those who had not responded to do so as soon as possible.

A copy of

the follow-up letter is found in the Appendix (Exhibit 4).
It was not possible for this researcher to personally contact
each of the recipients in this study, therefore, direct mailing of
questionnaires was necessary.

This procedure raised concern that

there might be a low rate of returns.

In this regard Bramlett1

cites Travers who writes:
--r;:;;lett, op. cit., p. 70. citing Travers, Robert M.w., A!!
Introduction to Educational Research, New York: The MacMillan
Company, 1958-;-p. 248.
---
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The central difficulty in all direct-mail techniques is
that the percentage of returns is small. A questionnaire of
some interest to the recipient may be expected to show a 20
per cent return even when condi tiona are favorable, If no
respondents are contacted a second or third time, the return
may be increased to 30 per cent. Only rarely does it reach
40 per cent,
The lowest overall return came from board members.
predicted by several of the superintendents.

This was

The overall percentage

of returns f'or each of the five groups of respondents were as follows:

(l) board members, 50 per cent, (2) superintendents, 95

per cent, (3) administrative staff, 86 per cent, (4) principals,
69 per cent, and ( 5) teachers, 61 per cent.

A breakdown of percent~

age of respondent returns by group and district are presented on the
following Tables, 6, 7, 8,
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Table 6
Respondent Returns :from

Work Stoppage Districts

4
Board Members

4
1

Superintendents

Administra.ti ve
Assistants

10

Total

4o

6

0

2

24
4

Principals

10

reachers

31 l l

12

55
188

23 13 18 13 39 22

Total Returns and
Percentage of' Responses
for Work Stoppage Districts

4
18

Respondents

47

Recipients

67 31 30

20

37 25

9

10

24 26 62 4o

22

36 44 35

92 58

40

70 65 60 73 69 55 60 67 69

55

51

Percentage
of' Returns

Percentage of Returns for Each Work Stoppage Group

Board Members

Superintendents
Administre.ti ve Assistants
Principals
Teachers

Respondents

Recipients

Percentage

4o
9

69

58
90
85
77
61

24
55
188

10

28
71
306
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~able

7

Respondent Returns from

Non-Work Stoppage Districts
ll

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

4
Superintendents l

0

Board Members

6

4

4

Total
29
lO

Administrative

Assistants

0

3

0

6

3

20

Principals

l

4

0

8 11

6

43

Teachers

6 14 lO

16

174

6 48 30

24

11

Total Returns and
Percentages of Responses
:for Non-Work Stoppage Districts
ll

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Respondents

12 24 14 19 37

Recipients

27 37 37 40 62 21 86 79 28

Percentage

of Returns

44 65

38

48 60

lO

62 50 18 30
45

48 72 63 64 67

Percentage of' Returns for Each Non-Work Stoppage Group
Respondents
Board Members

Superintendents
Administra.ti ve Assistants
Principals
Teachers

29
10
20
43
174

Recipients

69

10
23
70
290

Percentage

42
100

87
61
60
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Table 8
Overall Returns and
Percentages f'or Each Group
Board Members:
WSD
NWSD

Recipients

Respondents

Percentage

69
69

40
29

of Returns
58
42

'i3B"

09

50

Recipients

Respondents

Superintendents:

10
10

WSD
NWSD

20

Administrative Assistants:
Recipients

Percentage

of' Returns
90
100

9
10
19

95
Percentage

Respondents

of Returns

20

86
87

51

44

86

Recipients

Respondents

71
70

55
43

Percentage
of Returns
77
61

141

98

70

Recipients

Respondents

Percentage
of Returns

28

WSD
NWSD

~

24

Principals:
WSD
NWSD

:reachers:
WSD
NWSD

306
290
596
Total Number of Recipients
Total Number of' Respondents
Total Percentage Returned .

188
174
362

61
60

61
946
592

63%
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Following the data analysis each superintendent was sent a
summary of the research findings.

The summary included grouped mean

profiles for each of the five POS :forms for both work stoppage and

non-work stoppage districts.

In addition, a district profile of

group means for each POS :form was sent so superintendents could compare their individual district profiles with work stoppage and nonwork stoppage profiles.

The decision to provide individual district

profiles was made af'ter several of the superintendents requested
this information as

11

meaningful" and

11

valuable" feedback.

taken to protect the anonymity of respondents.

Care was

For instance, if a

district ha.d only one administrative staf'f member, the profile i'rom

that member was not sent.
Data Analysis

Scoring of the data on each of the data gathering questionnaires
was accomplished by giving quantitative values to each response,
Responses were me.rked at some point on a 20 point continuum,

If the

response was placed at point 10, the score value was 10, if it was
placed at point 18, the score value was 18, and so on,

Score values

for each item or question could then be totaled and divided by the
number of responses for that item to get a group mea.n for that item,
Essentially the data were analyzed by computing grouped mean
scores for each item on each of the five POS forms and comparing
grouped means between work stoppage and non-work stoppage districts,
The "t" test was used to determine the significance of differences
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between means for work stoppage and non-work stoppage districts on
all items in each of the five POS forms.

The ''t" test is a com-

manly used inferential test to determine the probability of dif'ferences between means occurring by chance.
The following paradigm in Table 9 illustrates the basic i tern
analysis comparisons and probe.bili ty levels of means between work
stoppage and non-twrk stoppage groups.
The paradigm in Table 9 illustrates how i tern and over-all or
grand mean scores were analyzed and compared between work stoppage
and non-work stoppage groups.

The following abbreviations were

used on each of the tables and should be clarified:
WDS

NWSD
Mean
S.D.

"t"
NS

Work Stoppage Districts
Non-Work Stoppage Districts

Item and/or grand mean scores
Standard deviation scores
"t" values
Not significant
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Table 9
Paradigm for Item Ane.lysis
Mean Comparisons Between

Work Stoppage and Non-Work Stoppage Groups
WSD
NWSD

Question

Mean

S.D.

"t"

P

WSD

1.

NWSD
WSD

2.

NWSD

3.

WSD
NWSD

(Etc,}

WSD

Grand Mean Score

NWSD

Profile of a School Form
Board Member

, , , ,

Superintendent

, , ,

Number of Items

49

60

45

Administrative Assistant
Principal , • , , • • • •

63

Teacher

55

•

, • , , , , ,
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The second method of

a.naly~is

to compare grouped mean scores of

used in this investigation was
11

causal items. 11

To review,

"causal variables" were described in Chapter II as variables which
include the structure of the organization and management's policy,
decisions, leadership strategies, skill, philosophy, and values
reflected in behavior.

Dr. Likert suggests that causal va.r:l.ables

are the "key to organizational change."

Because of the close

inter-relationship between causal, intervening, and end-result
variables, changes brought about in management's policies, decisions, strategies, behaviors, etc., wHl lead, in turn, to
changes in intervening and end-result variables.
Dr. Likert identified and grouped questions or items which

were "causal.11 in nature on each of the five POS forms.
groups were selected as relevant to this investigation.

Nine causal
The

analysis of causal groups (1-9) was done by computing a causal
group mean of combined item means in each causal group.

The "t"

test was used to determine the significance of differences between
causal group means in work stoppage and non-work stoppage districts.
The paradigm in Table 10 illustrates the basic comparisons of
ce.useJ. group means and the probabil.ity levels between means.
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Table 10

Paradigm for Nine Causal Groups
Mean Comparisons between
Work Stoppage and Non-Work Stoppage Groups
Causal Groups:

WSD
NWSD

Mean

S.Do

"t"

Board Member Form:

1.

To superintendent

2.

To principal

Superintendent Form:
3.

From board

4.

To principal

Administrative Assistant Form:
5.

From superintendent

6.

To principal

Principal Form:

7.

From superintendent

B.

To teachers

Teacher Form:
9.

From principals
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Dr. Likert identified and grouped causal items on each of the
five POS forms as follows:
Board of Education Form:

Causal Group 1:

Causal items to the superintendent (Downward)

1.

How o:rten is your behavior seen as friendly and supportive
by the superintendent?

4.

How often do you seek to be friendly and supportive to the
superintendent?

7.

How much confidence and trust do you have in the superintendent of schools?

13.

To what extent do you behave in ways that encourage the
superintendent of schools to discuss important problems
with you?

14.

How often do you seek and use the ideas and opinions of
the superintendent of schools?

35.

What is the character and amount of interaction in your
school system between you and the superintendent of schools?

39.

At what level are decisions made about instructional and
curricular matters?

4o.

At what level are decisions made about administrative
matters?

41.

At what level are decisions made about discipline and other
non-academic matters?

44.

How are decisions made in your school system?

Causal Group 2:

Causal items to the principal (Downward)

3.

How often is your behavior seen as friendly and supportive
by the principal?

6.

How do you seek to be friendly and supportive to the
principal?

9.
39.

How much confidence and trust do you have in the principal?
At what level are decisions made about instructional and
curricular matters?
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4o.

At what level are decisions made about administration

41.

At what level are decisions made about discipline and other
non-academic matters?

44.

How are decisions made in your school system?

matters?

Superintendent Form:
Causal Group 3:

Causal items from board members (Upward)

35.

What is the character and amount of interaction in your
school between you and your school board?

55.

How often do you see the board's behavior as friendly and
supportive?

56.

How much confidence and trust does the board have in you?

57,

To what extent does the board behave in ways that encourage
you to discuss important things about your work with them?

58,

How often does the board seek to use your ideas and
opinions?

60,

How much is the board interested in your success?

Causal Group 4:

Ca.usa.l items to principal (Downward)

3.

How often is your behavior seen as friendly and supportive
by your principals?

6.

How often do you seek to be friendly and supportive to
your principals 1

9. How much confidence W1d trust do you have in your
principals?
14.

To what extent do you behave in weys that encourage your
principals to discuss important things about their work
with you?

16.

How often do you seek to use your principals' ideas and
opinions as to instructional and curricular matters?

17.

How often do you seek to use your principals' ideas and
opinions as to administrative matters'?
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34.

What is the character and amount of interaction in your
school between you and your principals?

39. At what level are decisions made about instructioneJ. and
curricular matters?
40.

At what level are decisions made about administrative

41.

At what level are decisions made about discipline and

matters?

other non-academic matters?
43.

To what extent are principals involved in major decisions
related to their work?

45.

How are decisions made in your school system?

Administrative Assistant Form

Causal Group 5:

Causal items from superintendent (Upward)

26.

How often do you see the behavior of your superintendent of
schools as friendly and supportive?

27.

How much confidence and trust does your superintendent have

30.

How often are your ideas sought and used by your superintendent about problems in your area of specialization?

34.

What is the character and amount of interaction in your
school system?

in you?

4o.

How are decisions made in your school?

41.

To what extent are you involved in major decisions related
to your work?

Causal Group 6:

Causal items to principal (Downward)

2.

How o:rten is your behavior seen as :f'riendly and supportive
by principals?

5.

How often do you try to be friendly and support! ve to
principals?

7.
10.

How much confidence and trust do you have in principals?
How often do you seek and use principals ideas about your

a.rea of' specialization?
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12.

How much say do you think principals should have about
academic matters?

13.

How much say do you think principals should have about

22.

At what level are decisions made about school matters,
such as course content, instructional plans, teaching
methods, student activities, etc,?

23.

To what extent are principals involved in major ded tdons
related to their work?

non-academic school matters?

Principal Form

Causal Group 7:

Causal i terns from superintendent

(~ward)

39.

How often do you see the behavior of your superintendent
of schools as friendJ.y and supportive?

40,

How much confidence o.nd trust does your superintendent
have in you?

46.

How often are your ideas sought and used by your superin·
tendent about instructional and curricular matters?

48.

How often are your ideas sougllt and used by your superintendent about discipline and other non-academic matters?

54.

What is the character and wnount of interaction in your
school system?

57.

How are decisions made in your school system?

58.

To what extent are you involved in major decisions related
to your work?

Causal Group tl:

Causal items to teachers (Downward)

1.

How often is your behavior seen as friendly and supportive
by teachers 7

3.

How often do you seek to be friendly and supportive to
teachers?

5.
11.

How mucll confidence and trust do you have in your teachers?
How often do you seek and use your teachers' ideas about
academic matters?
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12,

How often do you seek and use your teachers' ideas about

15,

How much say do you think teachers should have about
academic matters?

16,

How much say do you think teachers should have about nonacademic matters?

2t;,

What is the character and amount of interaction in your
school between principal and teachers?

31,

At what level are decisions made about school matters,
such as course content, instructional plan, teaching
methods, student activities, etc,?

32,

To what extent are teachers involved in major decisions
related to their work?

non-academic school matters?

Teacher Form
Causal Group 9:

Causal items from principal (Upward)

25,

How often do you see your principal's behavior as friendly
and supportive?

26.

How much confidence and trust does your principal have in

32.

How often are your ideas sought and used by the principal

33.

How often are your ideas sought and used by the principal

45.

What is the character and amount of interaction in your
school between principal and teachers?

48.

At what level are decisions made about school matters,
such as course content, instructional plans, teaching
methods, student behavior, student activities, etc.?

49.

To what extent are you involved in major decisions related
to your work?

50.

How much does your principaJ. really try to help you with

you?

about academic matters?
about non-academic school matters?

your problems?
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Summary

In Chapter III salient factors pertaining to the research procedures used in this investigation were presented.

The independent

and dependent va.ria.bles were identified, and the samples and popu..

lations in work stoppage and non"'Work stoppage groups were described.
The :five

~

£!. !

~

questionnaires used as the data gather-

ing instruments were explained, and the theoretice.l hypotheses were

reviewed and stated symbolically.

Important procedures concerning

preliminary planning and gathering or data. were noted, and the
chapter concluded with a description of the data analysis procedures

that were used in reporting research findings.
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CIIA!'l'ER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA

and
DISCUSSION

The purpose of Chapter IV is to present and discuss the
statistical analysis of the raw data obtained from the five

£!:. !!:

~

questionnaires used in this investigation.

~

Data were

anaJ.yzed and reported in terms of whether or not hypothesized
differences would be found to exist between the computed mean scores
of non-work stoppage districts (NWSD) and work stoppage districts
( WSD) in the state of Michigan.

Computations were made possible by assigning numerical values
to responses placed at various points along a twenty point continuum
which accompanied each of the questions on each questionnaire.

Each

continuum was also divided into four equal segments, each of which
represents Dr. Likert's four major management systems.

The four

management systems can be described as ranging from "authoritative"
or System 1 management on the extreme left of' the continuum to
"participative group" or System 4 management on the extreme right of
the continuum.

Numerical values for each of the four management

systems can be described as follows:
System 1:

Exploitive - authoritative management.
1 to 5 numerical range

System 2:

Benevolent .. authoritative management.
6 to 10 numerical range

lo6
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System 3:

Consultative management.
11 to 15 numerical range

System 4;

Participative group

management~

16 to 20 nwnerical range

Responses were totaled between work stoppage ( WSD) and nonwork stoppage (NWSD) board members, superintendents, administrative
assistants, principals and teachers.

Mean scores (M), standard

deviations (S.D.), "t" values C't"), and probability levels (P) were
computed, compared, and analyzed between groups to determine whether
or not hypothesized diff'erences did exist.

Derived mean scores

which were nwnerically low in the 1 to 5 range on the continuum
indicated that respondents perceived the management employed in
their districts to be authoritative in nature or System

1~

Accord-

ingly, derived mean scores which were numerically high in the 16 to
20 range on the continuum indicated that respondents perceived the
management employed in their districts to be participative in nature
or System 4.
The

ner

test was used to determine the signi.ficance of di.f.fer-

ences between derived means or continuum scores of work stoppage
and non-work stoppage groups o

Since non-work stoppage mean scores

were hypothesized to be higher or more toward participative, System

4, management than work stoppage mean scores, it was appropriate to
consider the stated hypotheses as being directionaL

Derived

"t"

values were, therefore, compared by using one-tailed signi.ficance
levels on the standard table of "t" values.

Derived one-tailed "t"

ve.l.ues equal to or beyond the .05 level of' significance were
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considered to support the stated hypothesis and were deemed sufft ..
cient to reject the null hypothesis.
Negative "t" ve.lues indicated that non-work stoppage mean

scores were higher than work stoppage mean scores.
negative

11

Therefore,

t 11 values were considered to support the direction of the

stated hy];lotheses.

Accordingly, positive

11

t 11 values indicated that

work stoppage mean scores were higher than non-work stoppage mean
scores.

Therefore, positive 11 t 11 values were not considered to

support the direction of the stated hy}Jotheses.
The hypotheses related to each question, to over-all or grand

mean results, and causal groups related to each questionnaire were
presented, analyzed, and discussed in the following order:
1.

Board Member Form,

Assistant Form,

4G

2.

Superintendent Form,

Principal Form,

and 5.

3.

Administrative

Teacher Form.

It

should be noted that following the table presenting the analysis of
data for each question a table was included which isolated and presented individual questions which reached accepted significance
levels and supported the predicted hypothesis.

This table included

the question, group means, the system level attained, and the system
description which was included above the continutun for each question
to guide the respondent in determining where his response should be
located.

It was felt that this information was necessary to cle.rify

significant differences that were found to exist between groups on
individual questions.
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Board Member Related Hypotheses

The hy];lothesis related to individual questions pertaining to
board members stated that non-work stoppage board members would
perceive the management employed in their school districts to be
more toward participative management, System 4, than board members
in work stoppage school districts.
questions on the

~

The data anaJ.ysis f'or individual

.9f !. ~,

Board Member Form, f'ollows in

Table 11.
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Table 11

Ana.lysis of Data for Each Question
Regarding Board Members

Comparison Groups:

suestion

WSD
liWSD

~

!!.:E..

....L

F.

How often is your behavior seen
as friendly and supportive by:
1. the superintendent of
school.s?

2, the top administrative staff?

3. the :principa.l.s?

WSD

16.60 3.07

NWSD

16.79 1.98

WSD

15.92 3.46

NWSD

16.03 2.90

WSD

14.39 4.17

liWSD

14.72 4.16

WSD

16.87 2.78

- .287

NS

- .135

NS

- .316

NS

- ·594

NS

- .804

NS

- .732

NS

-1.206

NS

-1.786

.05

How often do you seek to be
friendly and supportive to:

4. the superintendent of
schools?

5. the top administrative staff?

6. the principe.ls'l

NWSD 17.24 2.09
WSD

16.47 2.97

NWSD

17.03 2.49

WSD

15.77 3.43

NWSD

16.37 3.14

WSD

17.02 2.88

NWSD

17.79 2.09

How much con:f'idence and trust do
you have in:

7. the superintendent of
schools?

8, the top e.amtnistrative staff'?

WSD

15.75 3.73

NWSD

17.21 2.46
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Table ll (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

Question

9·

WSD ~
NWSD
WSD

the principals?

S,D,

2,98

WSD 15.23

3·29

NWBD

16,21 2.85

ll. the top administrative staff? WBD 14.72 3.26
NWSD

16,07 2.90

WSD

13.40 3.71

NWSD

14,42 3·59

12. the principals?

l

14.38 3,79

NWSD 15.55

10. the superintendent of
schools?

i

WSD 17.34 2.29
do you try to
behave in weys that encourage
the superintendent of' schools NWSD 16.68 2.56
to discuss important problems

-1.355

NB

-1.251

NS

-1,686

,05

-1,095

NS

1.093

NB

,807

NS

,112

NS

.142

NS

- ,105

NS

13. To what extent

with you?

How often do you seek and use ideas
and opinions of':

14. the superintendent of'

WBD 16.71

schools?

NWSD

15. the top administrative

3.26

16,06 3.16

WSD

15.00 4.44

NWSD

14.88 3.18

staff'?

How free does your superintendent
feel to tall: to you about:

16. instructional and
curricular matters?

17. administrative matters?

WSD 16.23

3.61

NWSD

16.10 3.74

WBD

16.46 3o19

NWSD

16.55 3.69
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Table ll (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

WSD
NWSD

~stion

18, discipline and other

~

!..!!..

WSD

16,20 3.56

NWSD

16.oo 4.66

non.. ac:ademic matters 7

"t"

E

.197

NS

What is the general attitude toward
your school as a place to work o-r: '
19. the superintendent of
schools?
20. the top administrative
staf:t'?

WSD

15.48 3.06

NWSD

16.51 2.81

WSD

14.97 3.84

NWSD

16.53 2,82

WSD

14.44 3.77

NWSD

15.55 3.13

21. the principals?

-1.385

NS

-1.775

.05

-1.251

NS

- .854

NS

-1.589

NS

,069

NS

.101

NS

What is the direction of the f'low
of information about:
22. instruct! one.! and

WSD

15.32 3.64

NWSD

16.13 3.92

curricular matters 'l

23. administrative matters 'l

24. How does the superintendent
of schools view communica..
tions :from you?

25. How do your principals

view conununica.tions from
you?

WSD

13.13 4.78

NWSD

14.93 4.05

WSD

16.69 2.75

NWSD

16.62 3.43

WSD

14.10 3.17

NWSD

l4.oo 3.90

26. How does the top a.dministra- WSD 15.03 3.59
tive staff view communica..

tiona from you?

NWSD

-1.78o

.05

16.56 2.51
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Table 11 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

guest ion

WBB
NWSD

~

&P.,.

"t"

~

How accurate is upward comm.Wlication:

27. from the superintendent of

WSD

16.43 2.62

NWSD

17.17 1.83

schools?

28. from the top administrative

WSD

15.75 3.25

NWSD

17.03 1.74

staff?

29. :from the principals?

WSD

14.71 3.49

NWSD

15.81 2.27

WSD

14.68 4.39

NWSD

15.64 2.72

-1.257

NS

-1.798

.05

-1.398

NS

-1.oo6

NS

-1.304

NS

-1.125

NS

- .699

NS

.285

NS

How well do you know the problems
faced by:

30. the superintendent of
schools?

31. the top administrative

WSD

13.10 4.99

NWSD

14.61 3.60

staff?

32. the principals?

33. How much do you superin ...
tendent and the top
administrative staff fell

WSD

11.73 4.87

NWSD

13.11 4.69

WSD

16.47 2.77

NWSD

16.93 2.49

that you are interested
in their success?
34. How much do principals feel
that you are interested in
their success?

WSD

14.84 3.66

NWSD

14.58 3.66

is the character and amount
of interaction in your school

What

system:
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Table 11 (Continued)

Comparison Groups:

guestion

35. between you and the

WSD
NWSD

~

~

WSD

16.37 3.11

NWSD

17.06 2.21

WSD

15.45 3.42

NWSD

16.85 2.21

superintendent of' schools?

36. members of' the top
administrative sta.f'f?

37. among school board members?

38. In your school system, is
it "every man for himself"
or does the school board,
the superintendent of'
schools, the top administrative staff, the principals,
and the members of the staff
work as a team?

WSD

16.17 3.31

NWSD

16,13 3.05

..:L
-1.007

NS

-1.877

.05

.050
WSD

15.60 3.20

NWSD

17.86 1.59

~

NS

-3.451

.001

-2.970

.005

- .344

NS

- .911

NS

.545

NS

At what level are decisions made

about:

39. instructional and curricular

WSD

12.05 4.50

NWSD

15.00 3.09

matters?

4o. administrative matters?

41. discipline and other non-

WSD

10.26 4.45

NWSD

10.62 3.77

WSD

13.42 4.01

NWSD

14,27 3.31

academic matters?

42. To what extent are decision-

WSD

14.78 3.43

makers aware of problems,
particularly at lower levels
in the organization?

NWSD

14.31 3.1>1

43. To what extent is the top

WSD

17.00 1. 72

administrative staff
involved in decisions
related to their work?

NWSD

1"{.72 1.36

-1.818

.05
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:!able 11 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

guest ion

WSD
NWSD

MEAN

!!,&

WSD

12.76 3.46

NWSD

13.27 3.02

44. How are decisions made in
your school system?

..L

!!

- .624

NS

.234

NS

- .544

NS

.o48

NS

- .338

NS

-1.683

.05

In general, what does the decisionmaking process contribute to the
desire to do a good job by:

45. the superintendent of

WSD 17.39 2.37

schools?
NWSL

46. the top administrative
staff?
47. the principals?

lK3. Who holds high performance
goals for your school system?

49.

Who feels responsible for
achieving high perf'ormance
goals in your school

17.29 1.52

WSD

16.31 2.65

NWSD

16.64 2.00

WSD

15.28 3.21

NWSD

15.24 3.44

WSD

14.51 3-99

NWSD

14.85 4.01

WSD

14.47 3.28

NWSD

15.81 2.94

system?
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Reference to Table 11 shows that the questionnaire had a total
of forty ..nine questions.

Thirty .. seven questions had a negative "t"

value which supported the directionality of the predicted hypothesis.
Ten questions rea.ched the .05 level of significance and beyond and
supported the stated hypothesis.

The null hypothesis that no signi-

ficant di:fference would be :found to exist between non-work stoppage
and work stoppage board members is supported by the data on all other

It can be said, however, that e. signi:fica.nt difference

questions.

was foWld to eXist, as predicted, between board member groups, and

that the null hypothesis can be rejected in the questions presented
in 'l'able 12.
Table 12
Questions Which Supported
The Stated Hypothesis
Between Board Member Groups

8, How much confidence and trust do you have in the top administrative staff?
Description

WSD
NWSD

15.75
17.21

3
4

"A considerable amount n
"A very great deal n

11. How much confidence and trust does the top e.dministrati ve staff

have in you?
Description

WSD
NWSD

14.72
16.07

"A considerable amount"
"A very great deal 11
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T&b1e 12 (Continued)

20. What is the general attitude of' the top administrative staff
toward your school as a place to work?

Description
"Usuall.y like it"

"Like it very much"

26. How does the top administrative staff' view communications from
you'l

Description
Usual.ly accepted, sometimes
cautiously. 11
"Almost alwSNS accepted, If not,
11

openly and candidly questioned."

28. How accurate is upward comm.Wlication from the top administrative staff?

2!:2!!1!

~

WSD

15,75
17,03

NWSD

Description

System

3
4

"Fairly accurate"
"Almost always accurate' 1

36. What is the character and amount of interaction in your school
system between you and members of the top administrative sta:f'f?
~

~

WSD

15.45

NWSD

16,85

Description

System

"Moderate interaction; often with
fair amount of conf'idence and

trust. 11

4

"Extensive, friendly interaction
with high degree of confidence and

trust. 11
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Table 12 (Continued)
38. In your school system, is it 11 every man for himselfn or does the
school bos.rd, the superintendent of' schools, the top administrative staff, the principals, and the members of the staf'f' work as

a team?
Description
WSD

15.60

NWSD

17.86

11A moderate amoWlt of cooperative
teamwork"
"A very substantial amount of
cooperative teamwork"

39. At what level are decisions made about instructional and
curricular matters?
Description
WSD

12.05

NWSD

15.00

"Broad policy by Board, superintendent, and staff. More specific decisions made at lower levels."
Same as above.

43. To what extent is the top administrative staff involved in decisions related to their work?
Description
WSD

17.00

NWSD

17.72

"Freely involved in decisions related to their work 11
Same as above.

4g. Who feels res:ponsible for achieving high performance goals in
your schooU
Description
WSD

14.47

NWSD

15.81

"School Board, superintendent and
most of his staff and principals
and some teachers"
Same as above.
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The hypothesis related to over-all or gra.nd mean scores for all
questions on the questionnaire pertaining to board members stated
that non-work stoppage board members would perceive the over-all
management employed in their school districts to be more toward participative management, System
school districts.
the

~

4, than board members in work stoppage

Data analysis of over-all or grand mean scores on

9f!. ~'

Board Member Form, follows in Table 13.
Table 13

Analysis of Data for Grand M~an
Scores Between Board Member Groups

Grand
Mean

S.D.

"t"

p

Work Stoppage Board Members

15.19

3.83

-5.105

.001

Non-Work Stoppage Board Members

15.85

3.37

Comparison Groups

Reference to Table 13 shows that there is substantial agreement
with the stated hypothesis that non-work stoppage board members woul.d
perceive the over-all management employed in their districts to be
more toward pa.rticipati ve group management, System 4, than work
stoppage board members.

This significant result can be attributed

to the fact that 75.5 percent of the questions on the Board Member
Form had a negative "t" va.lue which supported the direction of the
stated hypothesis.

The data support that the null hypothesis mey be

rejected beyond the .001 level of significanceQ
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'l'wo causal groups were identified and analyzed on the

Q!, !

~'

Board Member Form.

~

Causal Group 1 can be described as

cause.l items to the superintendent downward from board members •.
Causal Group 2 can be described as causal items to the principal
downward from board members.

The hypothesis related to board member causal groups stated

that non-work stoppage board members would perceive the management
employed in their school districts to be more toward participative

group management, System 4, than work stoppage board members.

The results of the analysis of data f'or questions related to
Causal Group 1 are presented in Table 14.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

121
Table 14
Analysis of Data for Causal Group 1:
Causal Items to the Superintendent (Downward)
From Board Members
Comparison Groups:

Question
1. How often is your behavior
seen as :friendly and supportive by the superintendent of schools?

4. How o:ften

do you seek to be
friendly and supportive to
the superintendent of
schools?

7. How much confidence

and

trust do you have in the
superintendent of schools?

13. To what extent do you try to
behave in ways that encourage
the superintendent of
schools to discuss important
problems with you?

14. How often

do you seek and
use the ideas of' the
superintendent of' schools?

35. What is the character and
amount of' interaction in
your school system between
you and the superintendent

WSD
NWSD

~

S,D,

WSD

16,6o 3.07

NWSD

16.79 1.98

WSD

16.87 2.78

NWSD

17.24 2.09

WSD

17.02 2.88

NWSD

17-79 2.09

WSD

17.34 2.29

NWSD

16.68 2.56

WSD

16.72 3.26

NWSD

16.o6 3.16

WSD

16.37 3.11

NWSD

17.06 2.21

..!..

~

- .287

NS

- ·594

NS

-1.206

NS

1.093

NS

.8o7

NS

-1.007

NS

-2.970

.005

- .344

NS

of schools?

39. At what level are decisions
made about instructional
and curricular matters?

4o. At what level are decisions
made about e.dministrative
matters?

WSD

12.05 4.50

NWSD

15.00 3.09

WSD

10.26 4.45

NWSD

10.62 3.77
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Table 14 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:
Question
41. At what level are decisions
made about discipline and
other non-academic school
matters?

WSD
NWSD

~

s.n~

WSD

13.42 4.01

NWSD

14.27 3.31

WSD

12.76 3.46

NWSD

13.27 3.02

44. How are decisions made in
your school system?

TOTALS:

Causal Group 1
Work Stoppage Districts

....t:..

!:

- .911

NS

- .624

NS

-1.642

NS

14.98 4.20

Non Work Stoppage Districts 15.48

3.50
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Reference to Table 14 shows that no significant difference was

found to exist between non-work stoppage and work stoppage board
members in relation to Causal Group 1, causal items to the superintendent downward from board members.

The data. indicate that board

members in both groups appear to pereei ve their relationship with
the superintendent to be similar in nature.
The null hypothesis, that there is no signi:ficant diff'erence

between board member groups in relation to Causal Group 1, is
supported by the data.

It is not possible to reject the null

hypothesis at or beyond the .05 level; therefore, in terms of Causal
Group 1, board member groups may be assumed to be homogeneous in

their perceived relations with superintendents.
~e

results of the e.na.lysis of data for questions related to

Causal Group 2 are presented in Table 15.
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l!lt.b1e 15
Analysis of' Data for
Causal Group 2: Causal Items to the Principal
(Downward) from Board Members

Comparison Groups:
~stion

3. How o:rten is your behavior
seen as friendly and suppertive by the principals?

6. How often do you seek to be

9.

MEAN

~

WSD

14.39 4.17

NWSD

14.72 4.16

WSD

15.77 3.43

friendly and support!ve to
the principals?

NWSD

.16.37 3.14

How much confidence and
trust do you have in the
principals?

WSD

14.38 3.79

NWSD

15.55 2.98

WSD

12.05 4.50

made about instructional and
curricu.lar matters?

NWSD

15.00 3.09

At what level are decisions
me.de about administrative
matters?

WSD

10,26 4.45

NWSD

10,62 3.77

39. At what level are decisions

4o.

WSD
NWSD

41. At what level are decisions
made about discipline and
other non.. academic school

WSD

13,42 4.01

NWSD

14.27 3.31

WSD

12.76 3.46

NWSD

13.27 3.02

"t'

!!

- .316

NS

- .732

NS

-1.355

NS

-2.970

,005

- .344

NS

- .911

NS

- .624

NS

-2.484

.01

matters?

44.

How are decisions made in
your school system?

TOTALS:

Causal Group 2

Work Stoppage Districts

13.31 4.32

Non-Work Stoppaee Districts

14.26 3.80
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Reference to Table 15 shows that the null hypothesis may be
rejected at the .01 level of significMce.

The date. pertaining to

Causal Group .2 supported the stated hypothesis that a significant
difference was found to exist between boa.rd member groups.

Non-work

stoppage board members perceive their relations with principals to

be more participative in nature than work stoppage board members.

Superintendent Rel.a.ted Hypotheses

The hypothesis related to individual questions pertaining to

superintendents stated that non-work stoppage superintendents
would perceive the management employed in their school districts to

be more toward participative management, System 4, than superintendents in work stoppage districts.
questions in the

~

2!, !.

The data analysis for individual

~'

Superintendent Form, follows

in '!'able 16.
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Tal>1e 16
Analysis of Data for Each Question
Regarding Superintendents

Comparison Groups:

guest ion

WSD
NWSD

~

~

...L

E

.795

NS

How often is your behavior seen
as friendly and support! ve by:

1. your school board?

WSD
NWSD

2. your staff?

3. your principals?

16.88 1.44
16.11

2.33

WSD

8.33 1.82

NWSD

12.33 3.26

WSD
NWSD

-3.030

,005

- .792

NS

- .671

NS

- .llO

NS

- .497

NS

- ,484

NS

-1.946

.05

14.88 2.92
16.11

3.28

How often do you seek to be

friendly and support! ve to:

4. your school board?

5. your staff?

6. your principals?

1;sn 17.11 1,36
NWSD

17.60 1.62

WSD

14,11 3.84

NWSD

14,30 3.22

WSD

17.55

2,26

NWSD

18.00 1,41

WSD

17,00 3,01

How much confidence and trust
do you have in:
7 o your school board?

8. your staff?

NWSD

17.60

2,10

WSD

11.55

2.54

NWSD

14.20 3.02
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Table 16 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

suestion

9. your principals?

WSD
NWSD

MEAN

S.D.

WSD

15.22 4.21

NWSD

16.10 2.50

htll

~

- .529

NS

1.569

NS

-1.342

NS

.931

NS

How much confidence and trust
do the following have in you:
10. your school board 1

11. your stafi'?

12. your principals?

13. To what extent do you try
to behave in ways that encourage your staff' to discuss important things about

WSD

16.77 1.03

NWSD

15.70 1.67

WSD

10.50 3.24

NWSD

12.60 3.00

WSD

16.33 3-52

NWSD

14.90 2.80

WSD

13.00 2.44

NWSD

15.50 3.23

-1.785

.05

their work with you?

14. To what extent do you try

WSD

17.22 2.24

NWSD

17.10 2.38

WSD

12.88 3.17

NWSD

16.10 2.58

.1o6

to behave in ways that en ..
courage your principals to
discuss important things
about their work with you?
15. How often do you seek
and use your ste.ff' 1 s
ideas and opinions'l

NS

-2.306

.025

3.220

.005

2.219

.025

How ot"ten do you seek and use

your principals' ideas and

opinions as to:

16. instructional and
curricular matters?

17. administrative matters?

WSD

18.11 1.44

NWSD

15.50 1.85

WSD

17.66 1.76

NWSD

15.50 2.20
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Tabl.e l.6 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:
Q!!estion
J.8. discipline and other
non-academic school

matters?
19. What is the
attitude of
toward your
system as a

general
principals
school
place to work?

20. What is the
attitude of
toward your
system as a

general
your staff
school
place to work?

WSD
NWSD

~

!!...!!:..

WSD

17.22 2,65

NWSD

14.90 3.72

WSD

l.4.oo 3.88

NWSD

15.20 2,82

WSD

10.77 3.04

NWSD

J.4.8o 2,48

"t"

!!

].,466

NS

- .734

NS

-3.0o6

.005

How f'ree do your principals feel
to talk to you about:

21. academic matters, such as
course content, ins truetional plans, teaching
methods, their work, etc. 'l
22. non-academic school matters,
such as student behavior,
emotional problems of
students, discipline,
stl'·.~ent activities, etc. 'l

WSD

l.7.22 2,78

NWSD

l.6.3Q 2.36

WSD

17.U 3.07

NWSD

l.6.70 2,28

.737

NS

.314

NS

- .859

NS

-2.13].

,025

-1.308

NS

How free does your staff feel to
talk to you about:

23. academic matters?

24. non-academic school.

WSD

].2,88 3.34

NWSD

14.20 2.99

WSD

10.77 3.61

NWSD

14,oo 2,60

matters?
What is the direction of the flow

of information about:

25. instructional and

WSD

].3.77 3.55

NWSD

15.6o 2,].0

curricular matters?
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Table 16 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

guestion

26. administrative matters:

WSD
l'lWSD

~

§.&

WSD

12.22

2.~7

NWSD

27. How do your principals
view communications from

you?

28.

How does your staff view

.Ji..

~

-1.224

NS

- .250

NS

-3.o86

.005

- .646

NB

-1.637

NS

1.762

.05

14.50 4.47

WSD

15.77 3.32

NWSD

16.10 2.02

WSD

~-33

3.43

NWSD

14.oO

2.~4

communications from you?
How accurate is upward communication:

29.

30.

from your principals?

f"rom your sta.f'f?

WSD

15.33 3.85

NWSD

16,30 2.19

WSD

11,44 3.97

NWSD

14.20 2.95

WSD

16,66 2.44

NWSD

14.10 3.41

How well do you know the problems
faced by:

31. your principals?

32. your staff?

33. How much do your principals
and staf'f feel that you are
interested in their success?

WSD

13.88 2.72

NWSD

13.6o 3.63

WSD

12,88 3.41

NWSD

14.50 2.72

WSD

16,00 5.16

.178

NS

-1,087

NS

- .310

NS

What is the character and amount
of interaction in your school.
system?

34. between you and your
principals

NWSD

16,60

2.4~
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Table 16 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

guestion
35. between you and your

WSD
NWSD
WSD

~

hh

NWSD 18,10 1.22
WSD

10.33 3.19

NWSD

14,00 3.22

ste.f'f?

37. among school board

!

17.00 1.56

school board'l

36. among the members of your

....L

WSD

14,88 4.43

NWSD

16,60 2.87

members?

38. In your school system, is it
WSD 14.66 3.91
11 every man for himself" or
do you, your principals,
NWSD 16.60 2.76
members of your staff, e.nd
members of the school board
work as a team?

-1.627

NB

-2.356

.025

- .959

NS

-1.190

NB

-1,174

NB

-1,003

NB

·958

NS

,074

NS

.667

NB

At what level are decisions me.de

about:

39· instructional and
curricular matters 1

4o. administrative matters?

41..

discipline and other

non-academic school
matters?
42. To what extent are decisionmakers e.wSJ."e of problems,
particularly at lower levels
in the organization?
43. To what extent are principals invol.ved in major decisions related to their

WSD

12.88 4.12

NWSD

15.00 3.31

WSD

10.66 5.24

NWSD

12,80 3.45

WSD

15.00 3.59

NWSD

13.40 3.29

WSD

15,ll 3.44

NWSD

15.00 2.64

WSD

17.88 2.02

NWSD

17.30 1.55

work?
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Table 16 (Continued)

Comparison Groups:
Question

WSD
NWSD

~

~

WSD

15.44 2.31

involved in decisions related
to their work?
NWSD

15.40 2.41

44. To what extent is your staff

WSD

13.66 1.88

NWSD

15.30 1.18

WSD

14.00 5.12

NWSD

16.50 2.50

45. How are decisions made
in your school system?
46. How much do your principals
feel that you are really
trying to help them with
their problems?
47. How much does your staff'
f'eel that you are really
trying to help them with
their problems?

WSD
NWSD

7.66

~

~

.034

NS

-2.176

,025

-1.298

NS

-3.850

,001

- .250

NS

-1.642

NS

- .869

NS

-2.708

.01

-1.630

NS

2.58

13.60 3.63

In general, what does the decisionmaking process contribute to the
desire to do a good job by:

48. principals?

49.

your staff"!

50. To what extent do you feel
that your principals
behave in a friendly and
supportive manner?
51. To who.t extent do you feel
that your staff behave in
a friendly and supportive

WSD

16.55

3.59

NWSD

16.90 2,02

WSD

11.55 4.39

NWSD

14.60 3.23

WSD

15.44 4.96

NWSD

17.00 1.91>

vrsn
NWSD

9.00

2o7J~

13.30 3.68

manner?
52. Who holds high perfonnance
goals in your school
system?

WSD
NWSD

13.33 4.37
16.10
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Table 16 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:
~stion

53. Who feels responsibl.e for
achieving high performance
goals in your school
system?

54.

How much resistance is
there to achieving high
performance goals in
your school'/

55. How often do you see the
board's behavior as friendly
and supportive?

56. How much confidence and
trust does the board have
in you?
57. To what extent does the
board behave in ways that
encourage you to discuss
important things about
your work with them1

58. How often does the board
seek and use your ideas
and opinions?

59. How well does the board
know the problems faced
by you and your staff?

6o. How much is the board

WBD
NWSD

~

!..!?...

WSD

12.66 4.13

NWSD

15.50 3.00

WSD

11.77 3.35

NWSD

15.80 1,98

WSD

17.44 1,42

NWSD

18,10 1,51

WSD

17.66 1,69

NWSD

16.70 1.90

WSD

17.11 1.59

NWSD

18,20 1,24

WSD

17.55 1.57

NWSD

17.4o 2.37

WSD

14.77 4.49

NWSD

15.10 3.38

WSD

17.66 1.24

NWSD

17.50 1,68

interested in your success?

"til

.!:

-1.633

NS

-3.054

,005

- .925

NS

1.095

NS

-1.584

NS

.152

NS

- .191

NS

.221

NS
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Reference to Table 16 shows that the questionnaire had a total
of sixty questions.

Forty-two questions had a negative

which supported the direction of the stated hypothesis.

11

t" value
Twelve

questions reached the .05 level of significance and beyond and
supported the stated hypothesis.

The null hypothesis that no signi-

ficant difference would be found to exist between non-work stoppage
and work stoppage superintendents is supported by the data on all
other questions.

It should be pointed out that questions 16, 17,

and 31 had a positive

nificance.

11

t 11 value which reached the .05 level of sig-

These questions were significant in the opposite direc-

tion of the predicted hypothesis.

It can be said that a significant

difference was found to exist, as predicted, between superintedent
groups and the null hypothesis can be rejected at the ,05 level of'
significance and beyond on the questions presented in Table 17,
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Table 17
Questions which Supported
the Stated Hypothesis
Between Superintendent Groups

2. How often is your behavior seen as friendly and supportive by
your staff?

Description
WSD
NWSD

''Sometimes''
"Often"

8,33
12,33

8. How much confidence and trust do you have in your staff?
Description
WSD
NWSD

"A considerable amoWlt''
"A considerable amount 11

11.55
14,20

13. To what extent do you try to behave in ways that encourage your
staff to discuss important things about their work with you?
Description
WSD
NWSD

''Moderate extent"
"Moderate extent"

13,00
15,00

15. How often do you seek and use your staff's ideas and opinions?
Description
WSD
NWSD

"Often''

12.88
16,10

"Very frequently''

20. What is the general attitude of your sta.f'f toward your school
system as a place to work?

~ Mean
WSD

10.77

NWSD

14.80

System

Descri:etion
"Sometimes dislike it, sometimes
like it 11
11 Usually like it"

24. How free does your staff' feel to te.lk to you about academic
matters?
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Table 17 (Continued)
Description
WSD
NWSD

"Slightly free"

10.77
14,00

11

Q,uite free 11

28, How does your staff view communications from you?
Description
WSD

9,33

NWSD

14.10

Some accepted, some viewed with
suspicion 1'
11 Usually accepted,
sometimes
cautiously"
11

36. What is the character and amount of interaction in your school
system among the members of your staf'f?
Description
WSD

10.33

NWSD

14,00

rrLittle interaction, each maintains
distance from others"
"Moderate interaction; often with
fair amount of confidence and

trust"
45. How are decisions made in your school system?
Description
WSD

13.66

NWSD

15.30

"Decisions are made at the top after
consultation with appropriate
lower levels?
Same as above.

47. How much does your staff' feel that you are trying to help them
with their problems?

Description
WSD
NWSD

7.66
13,60

Somewhatu
11 Q.uite a bit 11
11

51. To what extent do you feel that your staff behave in a
friendly and supportive manner?
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Table 17 (Continued)
Description

nsometimes"
11

0ften"

54o How much resistance is there to achieving high perf'ormance
goals in your school?
WSD

11.77

NWSD

15,80

"Some resistance and some
cooperation"
Same as above
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'!he hypothesis related to over-all or grand mean scores for all
questions on the questionnaire pertaining to superintendents stated

that non-work stoppage superintendents would perceive the over-all
management employed in their school districts to be more toward par-

ticipative management, System 4, than superintendents in work
stoppage school districts.
scores on the

~

Data. analysis of over-all or grand mean

.2f !. ~'

Board Member Form, follows in

Table lB.
Table 18

Analysis of Data for Grand Mean
Scores Between Superintendent Groups
Grand

Comparison Groups

Mean

Work Stoppage Superintendents

14.41 4.22

Non-Work Stoppage Superintendents

15.54 3.03

S.D.

"til

-5.215

p

.001

Reference to Table 16 shows that there is substantial agreement
with the predicted hypothesis that non-work stoppage superintendents
would perceive the

over~ all

management employed in their districts

to be more toward participative group management, System 4, than work
stoppage superintendents.

This significant result can be attributed

to the fact that forty-two or 70 percent of the questions had a
negative

11

t 11 value which supported the direction of the predicted

eypothesis.
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The data support that the null hypothesis

~

be rejected at

the .001. level of significance and beyond.

Two causal groups were identified and analyzed on the

2! !: School,

Superintendent Form.

~

Causal Group 3 can be described

as causal i terns f'rom board members upward to sUperintendents.
Causal Group 3 analyzes questions related to the upward perceptions
of superintendent groups concerning their r-ela£ions with board

members.

Causal Group 4 can be described as causal items to

principals downward from superintendents.

Causal. Group 4 analyzes

questions related to the downward perceptions of superintendents
concerning their relations with principals.
The hypothesis related to superintendent causal groups stated

that non-work stoppage superintendents would perceive the management
employed in their school districts to be more toward pa.rticipati ve

group management, System 4, than work stoppage superintendents.
The results o£ the analysis of data. for Ca.usa.l Group 3 are
presented as follows in 1'abl.e 19.
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Table 19

Analysis of' Data for
Causal Group 3: Causal Items from
Board Members to Superintendents
(Upward)

Comparison Groups:
Question

WSD
l'lWSD

MEAN

!hR.:.

WSD

17.00 1.56

l'lWSD

18.10 1.22

55. How often do you see the

WSD

17.44 1.42

board's beha\lior as
friendly and supportive?

l'lWSD

18.10 1.51

35. What is the character and
amount of interaction in
your school system between
you and the school board?

56. How much confidence and

WSD

17.66 1.69

l'lWSD

16.70 1.90

trust does the board have
in you?

57. To what extent does the
board behave in ways that
encourage you to discuss
important things about
your work with them?

58. How often does the board

WSD

17.11 1.59

l'lWSD

18.20 1.24

WSD

17.55 1.57

seek to use your ideas
and opinions?

6o. How much is the board

l'lWSD

17.4o

WSD

17.66 1.24

l'lWSD

17.50 1.68

Causal Group 3
Work Stoppage Districts
Non-Work Stoppage Districts

~

-1.672

NS

- .925

NS

1.095

NS

-1.584

NS

.152

NS

.211

NS

.822

NS

2.37

interested in your success?

TOTAL"3:

_L

17.40 1.54
17.66 1. 78
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Reference to Table 19 shows that there is no significant
diff•rence between non-work stoppage and work stoppage superintendents in relation to Causal Group 3, causal items from board members
downward to superintendents.

The data indicate that superintendents

in both groups appear to perceive their relationship with board

members to be similar in nature.
The null hypothesis that no significant difference would be

found to exist between superintendent groups in relation to Causal
Group 3 was supported by the data.

It is not possibl.e to reject

the null hypothesis at or beyond the .05 level; therefore, in terms

of" Causal Group 3, superintendent groups may be assumed to be homo ..
geneous in their perceived relations with board members.
The results of' the analysis of' data for Causal Group 4 are
presented as follows in Table 20.
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l'ab~e

20

Analysis of Data for
Causal Group 4: Causal Items to Principals
(Downward) From Superintendents
Comparison Groups:

guest ion
3. How often is your behavior
seen as friendly and
support!ve by your
principals?

6. How often do you seek to be
friendly and support! ve to
your principals?

9· How much confidence and
trust do you have in
your principals?

14. To what extent do you try
to behave in ways that
encourage your principals

WSD
NWSD

MEAN

~

WSD

14.88 2.92

NWSD

16.11 3.28

WSD
NWSD

htli

f

- -792

NS

- .497

NS

- .529

NS

.107

NS

17.55 2.26
18.oo

1.4~

WSD

15.22 4.21

NWSD

16.10 2.50

WSD

17.22 2.24

NWSD

17.10 2.38

to discuss important things
about their work with you?

:16.

~7.

WSD

18.11 1.44

use your principals' ideas
and opinions as to instruct ... NWSD
ional and curricular matters?

15.50 1.85

How often do you seek and

How often do you seek and
use your principals • ideas
and opinions as to administrative matters?

1.8. How o:ften

do you seek and
use your principals 1 ideas

and ')pinions as to discipl~ne and other nonacademic school matters?
34. What is the character and
amoWlt of interaction in
your school system between
you a.nd your principals?

WSD

17.66 1.76

NWSD

15.50 2.20

WSD

17.22 2.65

NWSD

14.90 3.72

WSD

16.00 5.16

NWSD

16.60 2.49

3.220

.005

2.219

.025

1.466

NS

- .310

NS
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Table 20 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

MEAN

~estion

WSD
NWSD

39. At what level are decisions
made about instructional
and curricular matters?

WSD

12.88 4.18

NWSD

15.00 3.31

WSD

10.66 5.24

NWSD

12.80 3.45

4o .. At what level are decisions
made about administrative
matters?

41. At what level are decisions
made about discipline and
other non-academic school
matters?

WSD

15.00 3.59

NWSD

l3.4o 3.29

43. To what extent are principals WSD 17.88
involved in major decisions
related to their work?
NWSD 17.30

45. How are decisions made in

S.D.

WSD

"t"

!!

-1.174

NS

-1.003

NS

·958

NS

.667

NS

2.02
1.55

13.66 1.88
-2.176

your school system?

NWSD 15.30 1.18
TOTALs:

Causal Group

.025

4:

Work Stoppage Districts

15.69 3.94

Non-Work Stoppage Districts

15.64 2.99

.089

NS
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Reference to Table 20 shows that there is no significant

difference between non-work stoppage and work stoppage superintendents in relation to Causal Group 4, causal items to principals
downward from superintendents.

The data indicate that superinten-

dents in both groups appear to perceive their relationship with
principals to be similar in nature.
The null hypothesis that no significant difference would be

foWld to exist between superintendent groups in relation to Causal
Group

4 is supported by the data.

It is not possible to reject

the null hypothesis at or beyond the .05 level; therefore, in

terms of Causal Group 4, superintendent groups may be assumed to
be homogeneous in their perceived relations with principals.
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Administrative Assistant Related Hypotheses

The hypothesis related to individual questions pertaining to
administrative assistants, central or district o:ff'ice personnel,

stated that non-work stoppage administrative assistants would perceive the management employed in their school districts to be more

toward participative group management, System 4, than administrative
assistants in work stoppage districts.
The analysis of data for individual questions on the

2! !

~,

~

Administrative Staff' Form, follows on Tabl.e 21.
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Table 21
Analysis of Data. for Individual Questions
Regarding Adminiatra.ti ve Staff

Comparison Groups:
Question

WSD
NWSD

MEAN

~

WSD

15.95

2.99

_J;_

E

How often is your behavior seen
as friendly and supportive by:
1. your superintendent?

NWSD

2. principals?

WSD
NWSD

3. other staff members?

-1.003

NS

.206

NS

.828

NS

-1.080

NS

- .191

NS

o.ooo

NS

.927

NS

.153

NS

- .262

NS

16.95 3.47
15.50 2.30
15.30

3.ee

WSD

14.56 2.60

NWSD

13.70 3.98

How often do you try to be
friendly and supportive to:

4. your superintendent?

WSD
NWSD

5. your principals?

WSD
NWSD

6.

other staff members?

7. How much confidence and trust

17.37 1.8e
18.05

2.20

16.70 2.54
16.85

2. 51

WSD

16.47 2.30

NWSD

16.47 2.34

WSD

15.25 2. 71

NWSD

16,10 3.23

do you have in principals?

8. How much confidence and trust

WSD

14.62 2.05

do principals have in you?
NWSD

9. How free do principals feel
to talk to you about your
area of specialization?

-

14.50

3.00

WSD

16.20 2.06

NWSD

16.41 2.93

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

146
Table 21 (Continued)

Comparison Groups:
Question

WSD
NWSD

~

~

10. How often do you seek and use WSD
principals' ideas about your
area of s:pecialization?
NWSD

13.50 3.11

11. How often do you seek and use WSD
other staf'f members' ideas
about your area of speciali- NWSD
zation?

14.00 3.40

14.47

14.29

3.29

:.-"-.

E

- .833

NS

- .260

NS

-1.063

NS

-1.316

NS

-1.372

NS

-1.261

NS

-1.193

NS

- .500

NS

- .560

NS

3.41

How much say do you think
principals should have about:

12. academic matters?

13. non-academic school matters?

WSD

16.58

2,08

NWSD

17.35

2.42

WSD

14.58

3.16

NWSD

15.88

2.86

How much say do you think
administrative staff should
have about:
14. academic matters?

15. non-academic school matters?

16. How well do you know the
problems faced by principals?

WSD

16.20 2.27

NWSD

17.17 2.03

WSD

16.16

2.37

NWSD

17.11

2,24

WSD

14.83

2.59

NWSD

15.75

2.36

17. How much do principals feel
that you are interested in
their success?

WSD

14.08

2.67

NWSD

14.55

3.41

18. How much do principals feel

WSD

that you are really trying to
NWSD
help them with their problems?

14.04 2.79
14.55

3.10
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Table 21 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:
Q.uestion

WSD
NWSD

~

S.D.

....!i....

.!:

What is the direction of the
flow of information about:

19. academic matters?

WSD
NWSD

20, non-a.cB.demic school matters?

WSD

13.62 3.93
15.90

15.22

-2.311

.025

-1.086

NS

-2.179

.025

-1.913

.05

-1.302

NS

-1.238

NS

-2.178

.025

- ,461

NS

2,48

WSD

13.91

3.41

14.95

2.65

22. At what level are decisions
made about school matters,

WSD

14.33

2,92

such as course content, in-

NWSD

16.10

2.21

communications from the
ad.ministra.ti ve staff?

.025

12.87 3.62

NWSD

NWSD

21. How do principals view

-2.284

2.07

structional pla.ns, teaching
methods, student activities,
etc.?

16.37

2.17

NWSD

17.50

1.53

24. In general, how much does the WSD

16.20

2.15

17.00

1, 76

23. To what extent are principals WSD
involved in major decisions
related to their work?
decision-making process contribute to the desire of
principals to do a good job?

Nlo/SD

25. In general, how much does the WSD
decision-making 'Orocess contribute to your desire to do
a good job?

26, How often do you see the

27.

NWSD

16.79 2.69
17.70 1.92

WSD

15.66

3.34

behavior of your superintendent of schools as friendly
and supportive?

NIISD

17.70

2.59

How much confidence and trust

WSD

does your superintendent have
NWSD
in you?

16.41 2.79
16.80

2.65
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Table 21 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:
Question

28. How much confidence and trust

WSD
NWSD

MEAN

WSD

15.70

4.03

do you have in your superintendent?

NWSD

17.35

3.11

29. How free do you feel to talk

WSD

17.70

3.19

to your superintendent about
matters related to your work? NWSD

18.00

2.56

VTSD

16.29

3.69

superintendent about problems NVTSD
in the area of your specialization?

16.30

3.82

30. How often are your ideas
sought and used by your

HSD

14.66

2.92

NWSD

15.55

3.24

32. How well does your superinten- WSD

14.56

3.89

15.65

3.51

31. How often are your ideas
sought and used by your

principals about problems in
the area of your specialize.tion?

dent know the problems you
face?

NWSD
WSD

16.06

3.34

your superintendent is interested in your success?
M'lSD

17.15

3.52

'\IISD

12.79

3.94

NWSD

16.55

3.24

33. How much do you feel that

34. What is the character and
amount of interaction in
your school system?

35. In your school system is it

13.95

2.82

17-05

2.47

WSD

15.83

3.67

NWSD

18.20

2.44

WSD

11 every man for himself 11 or do
the superintendent, staff,
:rmsn
principals and teachers work
as a. team?

36. What is your general attitude
toward your school system as
a place to work'l
37. How do you view communications from the superintendent?

_J;:._

~

WSD

15.25

3.46

NWSD

17.00

3. 76

!:

-1.462

NS

- .331

NS

-

.ooB

NS

- -935

NS

-1.101

NS

-1.006

NS

-3.334

.DOl

-3.751

.001

-2.412

.025

-1.564

NS
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Table 21 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

suestion
38. How accurate is upward conununication in your school
system?

39. How much does your superintendent really try to help
you with your problems?

4o. How are decisions made in
your school system?

41. To what extent are you
involved in major decisions
related to your work?

42.

To what extent are decision ..
mB.k.ers aware of probl.ems,
particularly at lower levels
in the organization?

43. Who holds high performance
goals for your school system?

44. Who feels responsible for

WSD
NWSD

~

§.Jh

WSD

13.41 2,09

NWSD

16.00 2.46

WSD

14.50 4.73

NWSD

15.95 3.99

WSD

13. 1>5

16,36 2.51

WSD

16.75 3.16

NWSD

18.00 1.89

WSD

13.58 4,00
15.95

-3.688

,001

-1.061

NS

-2.935

.005

-1.516

NS

-2.199

.025

-1.923

,05

-1.305

NS

- .697

NS

2.72

WSD

12.60 4.74

NWSD

15.05 2.89

WSD

12.17 4.48

NWSD

13.94 4,00

WSD

13.34 3.54

to achieving high perf'ormsnce
goe.ls?
NWSD

14.10 3.29

seeing that high performance
goals are achieved in your

R

3.58

NWSD

NWSD

hth

school system?

45. How much resistance is there
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Reference to Table: 21 shows that the questionnaire had a total
of forty-five questions.

Forty-one questions had a negative

"t"

value, which supported the directionality of the predicted hypothesis.

Twelve questions reached the .05 level of significance and

beyond and supported the stated hypotheses.

The null hypothesis

that no significant difference would be found to exist between non-

work stoppage and work stoppage groups is supported by the data on
all other questions.

It can be said that a significant difference

was found to exist, as predicted, between administrative assistant
groups; and the null hypothesis can be rejected at the .05 level of
significance and beyond on the questions presented in Table 22.
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Table 22

Questions which Supported

the Stated Hypothesis
between Administrative Assistant Groups

19. What is the direction and flow of information about academic

matters?
Description
"Down and up 1'
"Down and up"

20, What is the direction e.nd now of informe.tion about non-academic
school matters?
Description
WSD
NWSD

12,87
15.22

11

Down and up11

"Down and up11

22, At what level e.re decisions made about school matters, such as

course content, instructional pla.ns, teaching methods, student
activities, etc,?
Description

WSD

14.33

NWSD

16,10

"Broad policy by board, superinten·
dent and staff, More specific de ..
cisions made at lower levels."
"Throughout school system: principals, teachers, and students participating in decisions affecting

them."
23. To what extent are principals involved in major decisions
related to their work?
~

~

WSD

16,37

NWSD

17.50

Description

System

Fully involved in decisions related
to their work"
Same as above.
11

4
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Table 22 (Continued)
26. How often do you see the superintendent of schools as friendly
and support!ve?
~

Mean

WSD
NWSD

15,66
17,70

Description

System

3
4

"Often"

"Almost always"

34. What is the character and amount of interaction in your school
system?

Description
WSD

"Moderate interaction, often with
fair amount of confidence and

12.79

trust"
"Extensive, friendly interaction
with high degree of' confidence and

NWSD

trust"

35. In your school system is it "every man for himself" or do the
superintendent and his staff, principals and teachers work as a
team?

Description

"A moderate amount of cooperative
teamwork"
''A very substantial amount of'
cooperative teamwork"
36. What is the general attitude towarc1_ your school system as a
place to work?

Description
WSD
NWSD

38.

"Usually like it 11
"Like it very much"

15.83
18.20

How accurate is upward connnunication in your school system?
~

~

WSD
NWSD

13.41
16,00

System

Description .
"Fairly accurate"
"Almost a.lWEWS accurate"
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Table 22 (Continued}

4o. How are decisions made in your school system?
Description
11

NWSD

16.36

Dec1sions are made at top after

consultation with appropriate
lower levels"
"Lower levels involved in decisions
affecting them; decisions usually
made through consensus"

42. To what extent are decision-makers aware of problems, particularly at lower levels in the organization?
Description
"Moderately aware"
"Moderately aware"
43. Who holds high performance goals for your school system?

Description
WSD

12,60

"School board, superintendent a.nd
most of his ste.t'f, principals and

some teachers"
NWSD

Same as above.
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The hypothesis for over-all or grand mean scores for individual
questions on the q_uestionnaire pertaining to administrative assistants stated that
perceive the

non~work

over~all

stoppage administrative a.asist&nt& would

management employed in their school districts

to be more toward participative management, System 4, than work
stoppage administrative assistants.
grand mean scores on the

~

2f.

Data analysis of over-all or
!!_School, Administrative Assist-

ant Form, follows on Table 23.
Table 23
Analysis of Data for Grand Mean
Scores regarding Administrative Assistants

Com12arison GrouEs

Grand
Mean

s.

Work Stoppage Administrative Assistants

15.01

3.46

Non-Work Stoppage Administrative
Assistants

16.20

3.16

D.

p

T!tT!

-7.839

.001

Reference to Table 23 shows that there is substantial agreement
with the stated hypothesis that non-work stoppage administrative
assistants would perceive the

over~all

management employed in their

districts to be more toward participative group management, System
4, than work stoppage administrative assistants,

This significant

result can be attributed to the fact that 91.1 percent of the

ques~

tiona had a negative "tn value which supported the direction of the
stated hypothesis.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

~55

The data support that the null hypothesis may be rejected
beyond the .001 level of signi:ricance.

Two causal groups were identified and analyzed on the

ot' a School, Administrative Assistant Form.

~

Causal Group 5 can be

described as causal items from superintendents upward to administrative assistants.

Causal Group 5 analyzes questions which reflect

the upward perceptions of administrative assistants regarding their
relations with superintendents.

Causal Group 6 can be described as

causal items to principals downward from administrative assistants.
Causal Group 6 analyzes questions which reflect the downward perceptions of administrative assistants regarding their relations with
principals.
The hypothesis related to administrative assistant causal

groups stated that non-work stoppage administrative assistants
woul.d perceive the management employed in their school districts to
be more toward participative group management, System 4, than work
stoppage administrative assistants.
The results of' the analysis of' date. :for questions related to
Causal Group 5 are presented in Table 24.
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Table 24
Analysis of Data for Causal Group 5:
Causal Items from Superintendent
(Downward) to Administrative Assistants
Compa.ri son Groups :

~TSD

Question

NWSD

26. How often do you see the
behavior of your superintendent as friendly and supper-

NWSD

WSD

~

D

How much confidence and trust WSD
does your superintendent have
Ni-l'SD
in you?

1'7.70

16.41 2. 79
16.8o 2.65

WSD

16.29 3.69
16.30 3.82

sought and used by your

34. What is the character and
amount of interaction in
your school system?

4o. How are decisions made in

WSD

12.79 3.94

NWSD

16.55 3.24

WSD

13.45 3.58

N\'lSD

16.36 2.51

your school system?

41. To what extent are you invalved in major decisions
related to your work?
TOTALS:

WSD
NWSD

!:

16.75

-2.238

.025

- .461

NS

- .ooB

NS

-3.334

.001

-2.935

.005

-1.516

NS

2.59

superintendent about problems NWSD
in the area of your specialization?

30. How o:f'ten are your ideas

"t"

15.66 3.34

tive?
27

§.,&

3.16

18.00 1.89

Causal Group 5: CausaL items from superintendents
Work Stoppage Districts
15.22 3. 76

-4.080
Non-Work Stoppage Districts

.001

16.95 2.93
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Reference to Table 24 shows that the null hypothesis may be
rejected at the .001 level of significance and beyond,

The data

pertaining to Causal Group 5 support the stated hypothesis that a
significant difference would be found to exist between administrative assistant groups.

Non-work stoppage administrative assistants

perceive their relations with superintendents to be more participative in nature than work stoppage administrative assistants.
The results of the analysis of data for Causal Group 6 are
presented in Table 25.
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Table 25
Ana.lysis of Data for
Causal Group 6: Causal Items to Principals

f'rom Administrative Assistants
Comparison Groups:
Question

WSD
NWSD

~

S,D,

WSD

15.50 2,30

NWSD

15.30 3.88

5. How often do you try to be

WSD

16.70 2.54

f'riendly e.nd supportive to
principals'/

NWSD

16.85 2.51

2. How often is your behavior

seen as f'riendly and
supportive by principals?

7. How much confidence and trust

WSD

15.25 2.71

NWSD

16.10 3.23

do you have in principals?

10. How often do you seek to use
principals' ideas about your
area of specialization?

12. How much say do you think
principals should have about
academic matters?
13o How much say do you thinlt

principals should have about
non..academic school matters?

WSD

13.50 3.77

NWSD

14.47 3.29

WSD

16.58 2.08

NWSD

17.35 2.42

WSD

14.58 3.16

NWSD

15.88 2.86

WSD

14.33 2.92

NWSD

16.10 2.21

23. To what exten~ are principals WSD
involved in major decisions
NWSD
related to their work?

16.37 2.17

22. At what level are decisions

made about school matters,
such as course content,

"t"

f

.206

NS

- .191

NS

- .927

NS

- .833

NS

-1.063

NS

-1.316

NS

-2.179

,025

-1.913

.05

-2.655

,005

instructional plans, teaching methods, student acti vities, etc.?

TOTALS:

Ce.usaJ. Group 6:
Work Stoppage Districts
Non-Work Stoppage Districts

17.50 1.53

15.35 2.96
16.21 2.98
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Reference to Table 25 shows that the null hypothesis may be
rejected at the .005 level of significance.

The data pertaining

to Causal Group 6 supported the stated hypothesis that a significant difference would be found to exist between administre.ti ve
assiste.nt groups.

Non-work stoppage a.dministrati ve assistants

perceive their relations with principals to be 1n0re participative

in nature than work stoppage administrative asSistants.
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Principal Related }JyJlotheses

The hypothesis related to individual questions pertaining to
principals stated that non-work stoppage principals would perceive
the management employed in their school districts to be more toward
participative group management, System 4, than principals in work
stoppage districts,
The analysis of data for individual questions on

£f. !

the~

~, Principal Form, follows on Table 26.
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Table 26
Analysis of Data for Indi vidua.l Questions
Regarding Principals

Comparison Groups:
Question

WSD
NWSD

~

~

_!__

f

How often is your behavior
seen as friendly and
supportive by:

1. teachers?

WSD
NWSD

2. students?

WSD
NWSD

14.41 2.41
15.00

2.58

14.27

3.15

14.35 2.67

-1.316

NS

- .129

NS

-1.943

.05

- .218

NS

-2.586

.01

-1.462

NS

- .340

NS

How often do you seek to be
friendly and supportive to:

3. teachers?

WSD
NWSD

4. students?

5. How much confidence and trust

15.61 2.40
16.63

2.64

WSD

15.61

2.82

~mso

15.75

3.26

WSD

14.62

3.11

do you have in your teachers?
NWSD

6. How much confidence and trust

16.17 2.50

WSD

13.66

3.57

NWSD

14.50

2.99

WSD

15.38

2.69

NWSD

15.57

2,68

do your teachers have in you?
How free do your teachers feel
to talk to you about:

7. academic matters, such as
course content, ins truetional plans, teaching
methods, their work, etc.?

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

162
Table 26 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

guestion

a.

WSD
NWSD

~

!!.Jh

WSD

15.87 2.61

such as student behavior,
emotional problems o:f
NWSD
students, discipline, student

16.45 2,50

non-academic school matters,

....L

!:

-1.088

NS

-1.084

NS

-1.221

NS

- ,647

NS

-2.564

.01

-1.581

NS

-1.214

NS

-2.110

,025

activities, etc.?

How free do your students f'eel
to talk to you about?

9. academic matters?

10, non-academic school matters?

WSD

13.00 3.09

NWSD

13.76 3.74

WSD

14.03 2.97

NWSD

14.76 2.82

How often do you seek and use
your teachers' ideas about:
11, academic matters?

12. non-academic school matters?

WSD

14.69 2.73

NWSD

15.30 2.31

WSD

14.18 3.13

NWSD

15.66 2.24

How often do you seek and use

students' ideas about:

13. academic matters?

WSD
NWSD

14, non-academic school matters?

e.ro

3.65

10,02 4.48

WSD

10.59 3.59

NWSD

11.54 3.97

WSD

14.87 2.42

NWSD

15.90 2.31

How much say do you think
teachers should have about:

15 .. academic matters?
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Table 26 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

suestion
16. non-.academic school matters?

WSD
NWSD

~

S.D.

WSD

14.10 2.97

NWSD

15.19 2.84

...:L
-l.Bo6

f
.05

How much say do you think
students should have about?

17. academic matters?

18. non-academic school matters?

WSD

10.51 3.20

NWSD

11.13 3.12

WSD

11.86 3.28

NWSD

12.27 3.37

19. What is the general attitude
WSD
of' teachers toward your school
as a place to work?

NWSD

14.74 3-57

- .948

NS

- .595

NS

-1.986

.05

-1.902

.05

-2.025

.025

-2.702

.005

-1.392

NS

- .541

NS

15.74 2.26

What is the direction of the
flow of information about :
20. academic matters?

21. non-academic school matters?

22.

How do teachers view

communications :rrom you and
the e.dministration?

23. How accurate is upward
communication in your
school?

WSD

13.13 3-39

NWSD

14.38 2.81

WSD

13.30 3.51

NWSD

14.67 2.64

WSD

12.86 3.44

NWSD

14.65 2.86

WSD

13.31 2.65

NWSD

14.04 2.39

How well do you know the problems
faced by:

24. your teachers?

WSD

14.89 2.58

NWSD

15.20 3.02
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Table 26( Continued)
Comparison Groups:

Question
25. your students?

WSD

MEAN

S,D,

WSD

13.92 2.96

NWSD

14.72 2,61

WSD 14.10 2.93
26. How much do your teachers
feel that you are interested
NWSD 15.44 2.66
in their success?
27. How much do your students

WSD

amount of interaction in
your school between
principal and teachers?
29. What is the character and
amount of interaction in
your school among teachers?

30. In your school, is it "every
principal, teachers and

-1.343

NS

-2.314

.025

- .656

NS

-1.676

.05

- .567

NS

- .936

NS

-1.898

.05

-1.933

.05

- .373

NS

- •734

NS

2.65

WSD

14.61 2,63

NWSD

15.56 2.35

WSD

14.67 2,76

NWSD

15.20 2.67

WSD

14.50 2.74

NWSD

15.00 2,40

ma.n for himself" or do

~

14.00 3.06

feel that you are interested
NWSD 14.39
in their success?

28. What is the character and

"t"

NWSD

students work as a team?
31. At what level are decisions

WSD

13.64 2.94

NWSD

14.67 2.15

made about school matters,
such e.s course content,
instructional plans,
teaching methods, student
activities, etc.?

32. To what extent are teachers

WSD

14.61 2.48

involved in major decisions
related to their work?

NWSD

15.69 1.78

WSD

14.75 2.53

NWSD

111.95 2.65

33. In general, how much does
the decision-making process
contribute to the desire of
teachers to do a good job?

34. In general, how much does the WSD 13.30 2.99
decision-making process contribute to the desire of stu- NWSD
dents to do a. good job?

13.76 3.01
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Table 26 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

Question

35. How much do your teachers
feel that you are really
trying to help them with
their problems?

36. Who holds high performance

WSD
NWSD

~

~

WSD

13.81

2.90

NWSD

WSD

37. Who feels responsible for
achieving high performance
goals for your school?

38. How much resistance is there
to achieving high performance goals in your school?

39. How often do you see the
behavior of your superintendent of schools as friendly
and supportive?

WSD

WSD

14.15

2.75

NWSD

15.09

2.25

4o. How much confidence and trust HSD
does your superintendent have
NWSD
in you?

14.85

3.27

111.13

4.33

WSD
NWSD

.01

-1.332

NS

-1.757

.05

-1.994

.05

-1.656

NS

-1.989

.05

-1.896

.05

-1.734

.05

13.60 4.96
15.35

trust do you have in your
superintendent?

-2.521
12.98 3.56

NWSD

41. How much confidence and

NS

2.55

2.92

WSD

- .761

13.6>, 3.41
15.26

13.90

NWSD

!:

14.27 2.93

goals for your school?
NWSD

...:L

2.98

13.66 3.57

15.71 3.01

How free do you feel to talk to
your superintendent about:

42. instructional matters, such
as textbook selection;
structional policies?

43. administrative matters, such
as budget, hiring of
teachers?

WSD

15.03 '•.07

NWSD

16.>•8 3.15

in~

WSD

14.60 4.4>,

NWSD

16.09 3.74
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Table 26 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

Question

WBD
NWBD

!!!!8l! !hl!..

lith

!!

How often do you try to be
friendly and support! ve to:

44.

your superintendent?

45. other principals?

WBD

15.74 3.27

NWSD

17.34 1.80

WBD

16.67 2.62

NWSD

17.54 1.65

-2.855

,005

-1.865

.05

-1.392

NS

-1.805

.05

- .906

NS

-3.394

.001

-1.489

NS

- .234

NS

-1.367

NS

How often are your ideas sought
and used by your superintendent

about:

46, instructional and

WSD

12.6o 4.44

NWSD

13.79 3.76

curricular matters?

47. administrative matters?

48. discipline and other non-

WSD

12,01 4.54

NWSD

13.58 3.79

WSD

12.56 4,16

NWSD

13.37 4.38

academic matters'!
49. What is the direction of' the
fl.ow of information in your
school system?

50. How do you view communicationa from the superintendent?

51. How accurate is upward
connnunication in your
school system?

52. How well does your superintendent know the problems
you :race?

WSD

13.01 3.75

NWSD

15.41 2.99

WSD

14.67 3.99

NWSD

15.74 2.73

WSD

14.4o 2.43

NWSD

14.51 2.08

WBD

12,09 4.64

NWBD

13.27 3.51
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Table 26 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

WSD
NWSD

53. How much do you feel that
your superintendent is interested in your success?

WSD

13.77 4.19

NWSD

15.11 3.14

54. What is the character and
WSD
amount of interaction in your
school system'?
NWSD

15.25 2,23

Question

55. In your school system is it

MEAN

12.70

~

WSD

12.77 3. 74
15.39 2.16

56. What is the general attitude

WSD

14.33 3.89

toward your school system as
a place to work?

NWSD

17.33 2,44

11

57. How are decisions made in

WSD

12.05 3.69

NWSD

14.69 2.92

your school 'l

58. To what extent are you invalved in major decisions
related to your work?

WSD

14.49 3.12

NWSD

16.21 1.90

59. To what extent are decision-

WSD

12.98 3.56

makers aware of problems,
particularly at lower levels
in the organization?

NWSD

14.92 2.59

60. How much does the superin-

WSD

13.05 4.61

tendent really try to help
you with your problems?

NWSD

14.92 2.84

IISD

14.oo 2.93

NWSD

15.88 2.26

61. Who holds high performance
goals for your school system?

62. Who feels responsible :for
seeing that high performance
goals are achieved in your
school system?

!'

-l. 725

.05

-3.889

.001

-4,041

.001

-4.o46

.001

-3.725

.001

-3.093

.005

-2.915

.005

-2.269

.025

-3.380

.001

-2.987

.005

3. 76

NWSD

every man for himself 11 or
do the superintendent,
principals and teachers
work as a teem?

:..:!;_

WSD

13.41 2.67

NWSD

15.00 2.34
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Table 26 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:
Question

63. How much resistance is there

WSD
NWSD
WSD

to achieving: high performance
goals in your school system? NWSD

MEAN

~

--'--

.!:

13.73 2. 78
-2,807
15.19

,005

2.01

Reference to Table 26 shows that the questionnaire had a total
of sixty-three questions.

Every question on the questionnaire had a

negative "t" value which supported the directionality of the stated
hypothesis.

Thirty-four questions reached the .05 level of signifi-

cance and beyond and supported the stated hypothesis.

The null

hypothesis that no significant difference would be found to exist
between non-work stoppage and work stoppage principal groups was
supported by the data on the remaining twenty-nine questions.

It

can be said, however, that a significant difference was found to
exist, a.s predicted, between principal groups and the null hypothesis can be rejected at the .05 level of significance and beyond on
the questions presented in Table 27.
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Table 27
Questions which Supported
the Predicted Hypothesis
between Principal Groups

3. How often do you seek to be friendly and supportive to teachers'l
Description
WSD

NWSD

15.61
16.63

"O:rten"
"Almost always"

5. How much confidence and trust do you have in your teachers?
Description
WSD

NWSD

14.62
16.17

"A considerable amount"
"A very great deal"

12. How often do you seek and use your teachers 1 ideas about nonacademic school matters?
Description
WSD

NWSD

14.18
15.66

0ften"
11 0ften11

11

15. How much say do you think teachers should have about academic
matters?
Description
WSD
NWSD

14.87
15.90

A considerable amount 11
"A considerable amount"
11

16, How much say do you think teachers should have about non ..
academic school matters?
Description

WSD
NWSD

14.10
15.19

A considerable amount"
11 A considerable amount"
11
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Table 26 (Continued)

19. What is the general attitude of teachers toward your r:chool as
a place to work?

Description
"Usually like it"
"Usually like it"

20. What is the direction of the flow of information about academic
matters?

Description
WSD
NWSD

"Down and up"

13.13
14.38

11

Down and up"

21. What is the direction of the flow of information about nonacademic school matters?
Description
WSD
NWSD

13.30
14.67

11

Do'lm and up"

"Down and up"

22. How do teachers view communications from you and the administration?
~

Mean

System

Description

WSD

12.86

11

NWSD

14.65

Same as above

Usua.lly accepted; sometimes
cautiously"

26. How much do your teachers feel that you are interested in their
success?
Description
WSD
NWSD

14.10
15.44

"Quite interested"
11 Qui te interested"
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Table 27 (Continued)
28. What is the character and amount of interaction in your school
between principal and teachers?
Description
WSD

14.61

"Moderate interaction; often with
fair amount of confidence and trust''

NWSD

15.58

Same as above

3l. At what level are decisions made about school matters, such as
course content, instructional plans, teaching methods, student

activities, etc. ?
Description
WSD

13.64

NWSD

14.69

"Broad policy by Board, superintendent and staf'f. More specific de ..
cisions mB.de at lower levels"
Same as above

32. To what extent are teachers involved in major decisions related
to their work?
Description
WSD

14.81

NWSD

"Usually consulted but ordinarily
not involved in decisions related
to their work"
Same as above

36. Who holds high performance goals for your school?

Description
WSD

13.64

NWSD

15.26

"Principal, most teachers, and some
students•'
Same as above

38. How much resistance is there to achieving high performance goals

in your school system?
Description
Some resistance, and some co opera..
tion11
Same as above
11
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Table 27 (Continued)
39. How often do you see the behavior of your superintendent of
schools as friendly and supportive?
Description
WSD
NWSD

13.60
15.35

"Often"
"Often 11

41. How much confidence and trust do you have in your superintendent?
Description
WSD
NWSD

14.13
15.71

"A considerable amount"
11 A considerable amount 11

42. How free do you feel to talk to your superintendent about instruction matters, such as textbook selection; instructional
policies?
Description
WSD
NWSD

15.03
16.48

Q.uite free"
"Very free"
11

43. How free do you feel to talk to your superintendent about
administrative matters, such as hiring of teachers?
Description
WSD
NWSD

14,60
16.09

''Q.ui te free"
"Very free"

44. How often do you try to be friendly and supportive to your
superintendent?

WSD
NWSD

15.74
17.34

11

0f'ten"

"Almost always"

45. How often do you try to be friendly Md supportive to other
principals?
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47.

~

~

WSD
NWSD

16.67
17.54

Description

System
4
4

"Almost always"
"Almost always"

How often are your ideas sought and used by your superintendent

about administrative matters?
Description
WSD
12.01
"Very frequently''
__
NW_s_n_ _
1.o_3".;c5_B_ _'----"-Ve_r.;.y_r_r_•.::...quently" · - - - - - - -

49. What is the direction and flow of' information in your school
system?
Description
WSD
NWSD

13.01
15.41

"Down and up"
"Down and up"

53. How much do you feel that your superintendent is interested in
your success?

Descript.!.o_!!;
WSD
NWSD

13.77

15.11

"Quite interested"
"Quite interested"

54. What is the character and amount of interaction in your school
system?
Description
WSD

12.70

NWSD

15.25

"Moderate interaction; of'ten with a
fair amount of' confidence and
trust"
Same as above

55. In your school system is it "every man f'or himself" or do the
superintendent, principals and teachers work as a team"
Description
WSD

12.77

NWSD

15.39

"A moderate amount of cooperative
team work'l
Same as above
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Table 27 (Continued)
;6. What is the general attitude 1;oward your schooJ. system as a
place to work?
~

~

WSD
NWSD

14.33
17.33

Description

System
3
4

"Usually like it"
"Like 1 t very much"

57. How are decisions ma.d.e in your school?

Description
WSD

12.05

"Decisions are made e.t the top after
consultation with appropriate lower
levels"
Same as above

NWSD

;8. To wh&t extent a.re you involved in major decisions related to
your work?
Description
"Usue.lly consulted, but ordinarily

not involved in decisions related
NWSD

16.21

to my work"
"Fully involved in decisions related

to my work11

59. To what extent are decision-makers aware of problems, particularly at lower levels in the organization?
Description

"Moderately aware"
"Moderately aware"
60. How much does the superintendent really try to help you with
your problems?
Description

"Q.uite a bit"
"Q.uite a bit11
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Table 27 (Continued)
61. Who holds high performance goals for your school system?
Description
WSD

14.oo

"School board, superintendent and
most of his staff, principals and

some teachers"
NWSD

Same as above

62. Who feels responsible for seeing that high performance goals
are achieved in your school system?
Description
11

NWSD

15.00

School board, superintendent and
most of his staff, principals and
some teachers 11

Same as above

63. How much resistance is there to achieving high performance
goals in your school system?
Description
WSD
NWSD

13.73

11

Sorne resistance and some coopera-

tion"
Same as above
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The hypothesis f'or over-all or grand mean scores f'or all

questions on the questionnaire pertaining to principals stated that
non-work stoppage principals would perceive the over-all management

employed in their school districts to be more toward participative
group management, System

districts.
Profile

4,

than principals in work stoppage school

Data analysis of over-e.l.l or grand mean scores on the

.2f .!

~' Principal Form, is presented on Table

28.

Table 2B
Analysis of' Data for Grand Mean
Scores regarding Principals

Grand
S.D.

Co!!JEarison Grou:2s

Mean

Work Stoppage Principals

13.77 3.59

Non-Work Stoppage Principals

14.91 3.12

I!

til

p

-12.976

.001

Reference to Table 28 shows that there is substantial agreement
with the stated hypothesis that non-work stoppage principals would

perceive the over-all management employed in their districts to be
more toward participative group management, System 4, than work
stoppage principals,

This significant result can be attributed to

the fact that 100 percent of the questions had a. negative "t" value
which supported the direction of the stated hypothesis.
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The data support that the null hypothesis may be rejected
beyond the ,001 level of significance.

Two causal groups were identified and analyzed on the

£f. !

~'

~

Principal Form. Causal Group 7 can be described as

causal items from superintendents upward to principals.

Causal

Group 7 analyzes questions which reflect the upward perceptions of
principals regarding their relations with superintendents.

Causal

Group 8 can be described as causal items to teachers dowrntard from
principals,

Causal Group H analyzes questions which reflect

the downward perceptions of principals regarding their relations
with teachers"
The hypothesis related to principal causal groups predicted

that non-work stoppage principals would perceive the management
employed in their districts to be more toward participative group
management, System 4, than work stoppage principals.
The results of the analysis of data for questions related to
Causal Group 7 are presented in Table 29.
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Table 29

Analysis of Data for Causal Group 7:
Causal Items from Superintendents
(Upward) to Principals
Comparison Groups:

WSD
N\oiSD

~

WSD

13.60

4.96

havior of your superintendent
of schools as friendly a.nd
N\o/SD
supportive?

15.35

2.98

Q.uestion

39.

How often do you see the be-

~

--".::.

!:

-l. 757

.05

-1.656

NS

-1.392

NS

-1.805

.05

- .906

NS

-3.889

.DOl

-3.725

.001

-3.093

.005

4o. How much confidence and trust WSD 13.66 3.57
does your superintendent have
in you?
NWSD

46o How often are your ideas

14.86 3.27

WSD

12.60 4.44

NWSD

13.79 3.76

sought and used by your

superintendent about instructional and curricular
matters?

47. How often are your ideas
sought and used by your
superintendent about
administrative matters?

48. How often are your ideas

WSD

12.01 4.54

NWSD

13.58 3.79

WSD

12.56 lf.16

NWSD

13.37 4.38

WSD

12.70 3. 76

sought and used by your

superintendent about discipline and other nonacademic matters?
54. What is the character and
amount of interaction in
your school system?
57. How are decisions made in
your school system?

NWSD
WSD
NWSD

58. To what extent a.re you
involved in major decisions
related to your work?

WSD
NWSD

15.25

2.23

12.05

3.69

14.69 2.92
11~.1~9

3.12

16.21 1.90
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Table 29 (Continued)

MEAN

S.D.

Work Stoppage Districts

12.95

4.16

Non-Work Stoppage Districts

111.64 3.37

Comparison Groups:
Question
TOTALS:

WSD
NWSD

....L

!:

Causal Group 7

-6.045

.001

Reference to Table 29 shows that the null hypothesis may be
rejected at the .001 level of significance and beyond.

The data

pertaining to Causal Group r/ support the stated hypothesis that a
significant difference would be found to exist between principal
groups.

Non-work stoppage principals perceive their relations with

superintendents to be more participative in nature than work
stoppage principals.

The results of the data analysis for Causal Group 8 are
presented in Table 30.
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Table 30
Analysis of Data for

Ca(~~n;~~~) ~;om C~~~~i~!~:s to Teachers
Comparison Groups:

WSD

uestion

NWSD

1. How often is your behavior
seen as friendly and supportive by teachers?

NWSD

3. How often do you seek to be
friendly and supportive to
teachers?
5. How much confidence and trust
do you have in teachers?

11. How often do you seek and
use your teachers' ideas
about academic matters?

WSD

~

~

2.58

WSD

15.61

2.40

NWSD

16.63

2.64

WSD

14.62 3.11

NWSD

16.17 2.50

WSD

14,69 2.73

12, How often do you seek and

WSD

use your teachers' ideas
about non-academic school

NWSD

!:

14.41 2,41
15.00

NWSD

_!;_

15.30

-1.316

NS

-1.943

.05

-2.586

.01

- ,647

NS

-2.561'

.01

-2.110

.025

-1.806

,05

-1.878

.05

2.31

14.18 3.13
15.66

2.24

matters?

15. How much say do you think
teachel~s should have about
academic matters?

16. How much say do you think
teachers should have about
non-academic school matters?
2B. What is the character and
amount of interaction in
your school between
principal and teachers?

WSD

14.87 2,42

NWSD

15.90 2.31

WSD

14.10 2.97

NVlSD

15,19

2.84

WSD

14.61

2.63

NHSD

15.58

2.35
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Table 30 (Continued)
Comparison Groups :

Question
31. At what level are decisions
made about school matters,
such as course content, instructione.l plans, teaching
methods, student activities,

WSD
1'/WSD

~

S.D.

WSD

13.64 2.94

1'/WSD

14.67 2.15

...!..

.E

-1.898

.05

-1.933

.05

-5.780

.001

etc.

32. To what extent are teachers

WSD

14.81 2.48

involved in major decisions
related to their work?

NWSD

15.69 1.78

TOTALS:

Causal Group 8:
Work Stoppage Districts
Non-Work Stoppage Districts

15.57

2.44

Reference to Table 30 shows that the null hypothesis may be
rejected at the .001 level of significance and beyond.

The data

pertaining to Causal Group 8 support the stated hypothesis that a
significant relationship would be found to exist between principal
groups.

Non-work stoppage principals perceive their relations with

teachers to be more participa.ti ve in nature than work stoppage
principals.
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Teacher Related Hypothesis

The hypothesis related to individual questions pertaining to
teachers predicted that non-work stoppage teachers would perceive
the management system in their school districts to be more toward
participative group management, System

4, than teachers in work

stoppage districts.
The analysis of data for individual questions on the

~

£f.

!. School, Teacher Form, follows on Table 31.
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Table 31

Analysis of Data f'or Individual Questions
Regarding Teachers
~

Comparison Groups:

WSD
NWSD

l. How often is your behavior
seen by your students as
friendly and support! ve?

WSD

15.19 2.92

NWSD

15.23 3.07

Question

2. How of'ten do you seek to
be friendly and supportive
to your students?
3. How much confidence and
trust do you have in your
students?

.!!:1!:.

WSD

16.39 2.51

NWSD

16.00 2.86

WSD

14.88 2.89

NWSD

14.63 3.00

WSD

15.14 2.75

NWSD

15.07 2.75

5. How much do your students

WSD

15.42 3.04

feel that you e.re interested in their success as
students?

NWSD

15.67 2.97

4. How much conf'idence and
trust do your students
have in you?

...L

.!:

- .125

NS

1.365

NS

.796

NS

.239

NS

- .78o

NS

- .052

NS

.406

NS

1.034

NS

free do your students feel to
talk to you about:

How

6. academic matters, such as
course content, instructiona! plans, teaching
methods, their work, etc.?

7. non-academic school matters,
such as student behavior,
emotional problems of
students, discipline,
student activities, etc.?

WSD

15.06 3.64

NWSD

15.08 3.63

WSD

14.86 3.60

NWSD

14.70 3.e5

How often do you seek and use
your students' ideas about:

ts. academic matters?

WSD

12.29 3.e9

NWSD

11.87 3.75
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Table 31 (Continued)
WSD
NWSD

Comparison Groups:

Question

9. non-academic school matters?

10. How much

do your students
feel that you are really
trying to help them with
their problems?

!1!'!!!

S.D.

WSD

11.46 4.42

NWSD

11.77 4.19

WSD

14.10 3.30

NWSD

14.57 3.18

"t"

!:

- .675

NS

-1.361

NS

1.153

NS

.626

NS

- .587

NS

·1.524

NS

- .441

NS

- .703

NS

-1.452

NS

How much savr do you think students
should have about:
11. a.ce.demic matters?

12. non-academic school matters?

WSD

11.53 3.37

NWSD

11.11 3.45

WSD

13.24 3.35

NWSD

13.00 3.78

13. To what extent are students

WSD

12.38 3.65

involved in major decisions
&:f'fecting them'l

NWSD

12.60 3.38

WSD
14. What is the general attitude
o:f students toward your
school?
NWSD

12.86 3.81

15. How accurate is information

13.47 3.74

WSD

13.79 2.77

given to you by your students
concerning class, school, or NWSD
personal matters?

13.93 3.21

How do students view communicationa f'rom:

16. you?

17. the principal?

WSD

16.14 2.78

NWSD

16.34 2.58

WSD

14.02 4.52

NWSD

14.68 4.02
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Table 31 (Continued)

Comparison Groups:

~

Question

WSD
NWSD

18. How well do you know the
problems faced by your students in their school work?

WSD

14.59

3.27

NWSD

1h.6o

3.48

19. What is the chat'acter and
amount of interaction in
your classes?

WSD

15.87

2.43

NWSD

15.86

2.68

20. In your classes, is it
"every man for himself"
or do students work
cooperatively as a terun?
21, How much influence do students have in decisions concerning the subjects they

S.D.

WSD

14.23

3.53

NWSD

14.11

3.47

J.lSD

9.45

3.87

NWSD

9.49

4,10

1!.81f

3.70

...L

!:

- .208

NS

.037

NS

.321

NS

- .094

NS

1.420

NS

2.342

,01

2.531

.01

-2.529

.01

-2.524

,01

-2.108

,025

study?

22. How much influence do you
think students should have
in decisions cone erning
the subjects they study?
23. To what extent does having
influence on decisions
concerning the subjects to
be studied ma.ke students
want to work harder?

WSD
NWSD

11.27 3.86

1~SD

13.01 4.03

NWSD

24. What does the class decision- WSD
making process contribute to
the desire of students to do NWSD
a good job?
25. How often do you see your
principals's behavior as
friendly and supportive?

WSD
NWSD

12.00

4.05

1!~.22

3.37

13.29 3.53
13,66

5.04

14.93 4.42

WSD

14.63

3o88

trust does your principal
have in you?

!IWSD

15.56

2.93

27. How much confidence and
trust do you have in your
principal?

WSD

13o75

5.20

NWSD

26o Hmr much confidence and

14,82 4.32
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Table 31 (Continued)
Comparison Groups;

guestion

WSD
NWSD

!1.2:!'!

~

..i...

!!

How free do you f'eel to talk to
your principal about:

28. academic matters?

29. non-academic school matters?

WSD

15.30 5.02

NWSD

16.04 4.07

WSD

14.26 5.71

NWSD

14.95 5.10

WSD

16.17 3.74

NWSD

16.58 3.25

-1.524

NS

-1.198

NS

-1.104

NS

.433

NS

How often do you try to be
friendly and support!ve to:

30. your principal?

31. other teachers?

WSD

17.02 2,49

NWSD

16.90 2.76

WSD

10.31 5.17

NWSD

11.26 4.99

How often are your ideas sought
and used by the principal about:

32. academic matters?

33. non-academic school matters?

WSD

9.52 5.29

NWSD

10.69 5.05

-1.771

.05

-2.132

.025

How much stey do you think
teachers should have about:

34. academic matters?

35. non-academic school matters?

WSD

16.75 2,63

NWSD

16.35 2.50

WSD

15.11 3.33

NWSD

15.09 3.35

1.476

NS

.056

NS
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Table 31 (Continued)
Comparison Groups;

Question

s.n.

....L

WSD

8.33 4.67
8.41 4.64

- ,161

NS

NWSD

- .595

NS

-2.170

,025

-4.554

.001

-1.303

NS

- ·'•52

NS

- .842

NS

-1.421

NS

-1.725

.05

-2.218

.025

WSD
NWSD

~

f.

How often are students 1 ideas

sought and used by the principal
about:
36. academic matters?

37. non-academic school matters?

rnsn

9.37 4.99

NHSD

9.69 5.02

38. How much do you feel that
your principal is interested
in your success?

WSD

13.61 5.06

NWSD

14.71 4.4"1

39. What is the general attitude
of teachers toward your
school as a place to work?

WSD

12.3'/ 4.36

NWSD

14.47 4.36

What is the direction of the
flow of information about:
40. academic matters?

WSD
NWSD

41. non-academic school matters?

42. How do you vie>v corrununications from your principal?
43. How accurate is upward
communication?

44. How well does your principal

11.32 5.34
12.01

4.57

WSD

11.91 5.43

NI'ISD

12.16 4.78

WSD

14.53 4.56

NVlSD

14.91 3-911
13.67 3.31

WSD
NWSD

14.14 2.82

WSD

12.63 5.04

know the problems faced by
teachers?
NWSD 13.52
\'lSD 12.90
45. What is the character and
amount of interaction in your
school between principal and NWSD 13.97
teachers?

4.71
4.77
4.32
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Table 31 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

suestion

46.

What is the character and
antoWlt of interaction in

your school among teachers?

WSD
NWSD

~

!!..&

WSD

15.01 2.99

NWSD

14.84 3.o4

WSD

13.35 3.91

NWSD

13.74 4.05

48. At what level are decisions
WSD
made about school matters,
NWSD
such as course content,
instructional plans, teaching methods, student behavior,
student activities, etc.?

11.67 4.42

49. To what extent are you in-

47. In your school is it "every
man for himself 11 or do principal, teachers, and stu..
dents work as a team2

volved in major decisions
related to your work?

50. How much does your principal
really try to help you with
your problems?

52. In general, how much does
the decision-making process
contribute to the desire of'
students to do a good job7
53. Who holds high performance
goals for your school?

E.

.532

NS

- .928

NS

-3.867

.001

-3.330

,001

-2.149

.025

-1.324

NS

.220

NS

- .237

NS

-1.100

NS

-1.623

NS

13.36 3.81

WSD

13,23 4.38

NWSD

14.68 3.80

WSD

12.45 5.39

NWSD

13.62 4.90

51. In general, how much does the WSD 14.89 4.45
decision-making process con..
tribute to the desire of
teachers to do a. good job?

''t"

NWSD

15.45 3.44

WSD

13.50 3.96

NWSD

13.41 3.61

WSD

14.45 3.38

14.54 3.46
WSD 13.74 3.17

NWSD

54. Who feels responsible for
achieving high performance
goals?

14.14 3.37
WSD 13.53 4.11

NWSD

55. How much resistance is there
to achieving high performance
goals in your school?
NWSD

14.23 3.60
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Re:f"erence to Table 31 shows that the questionnaire bad a total
of fif'ty-five questions.

Thirty-eight o:r the questions on the

questionnaire had a negative "t" value which supported the directionality of the stated hypothesis.

Twelve questions reached the .05

level of significance and beyond and supported the stated hypothesis.
The null hypothesis that no significant difference would be found to
ex:i.st between non-work stoppage and work stoppage teacher groups is
supported by the data on the remaining questions.

Questions 23 and

24 had a. positive "t" value which reached the .01 level of significance.

These questions were significant in the opposite direction

of the stated hypothesis.

It can be said, however, that a signifi-

cant difference wa.s found to exist, as predicted, between teacher
groups and the null hypothesis can be rejected at the o05 level of
significance and beyond on the questions presented in Table 32.
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Table 32

Questions which Supported
the Predicted H,ypothesis
between 'l'ee.cher Groups

25. How often do you see your principals behavior as f'rienciJ¥ and

supportive?
Description
WSD
NIISD

"Orten"
"Orten11

13.66
14.93

26. How much confidence and trust does your principeJ. have in you?

Description

"A considerable amount"
"A considerable amount"

ZT. How much confidence and trust do you have in your principal?
Description

WSD
NWSD

"A considerable amoWlt"
"A considerable amoWlt"

13.75
14.82

32. How often are your ideas sought and used by the principal about
academic matters 1
~

~

WSD
NWSD

10.31
11.26

Description

System

2
3

"Sometimes 11
11

0ften 11

33. How often are your ideas sought and used by the principal about
non.. a.cademic school matters?

Description
WSD
NWSD

9.52
10.69

2
2

"Sometimes"
11

SOJnetimeS II
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Table 32 (Continued)

38. How much do you feel that your principal is interested ir. your
success'i'
Description
Qui te interested"
11 Q.ui te interested 11
11

39. What is the general attitude of teachers toward your school as a
place to world
Description
WSD
NWSD

12.37
111.47

3
3

"Usually like it 11
"Usually like it"

44. How well does your principal lrnow the problems faced by teachers?
Description
WSD
NWSD

12.63
13.52

Quite well"
"Quite well n
11

45. What is the character and amount of interaction in your school
between principal and teachers?
Description
"Moderate interaction, often with a
fair amount of confidence and trust"
Same as above

48. At what level are decisions made about school matters, such as
course content, instructional plans, teaching methods, student
behavior, student activities, etc.?
Description
WSD

11.67

NWSD

13.67

Broad policy by board, superintendent and staff o More specific decisions made at lower levels."
Same as above
11
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Table 32 (Continued)
49 .. To what extent are you involved in major decisions related to
your work?
Description
"Usually consUlted, but ordinarily
not involved in decisions related
to my work''
NWSD

14.68

Same as above

50g How much does your principal reaJ.ly try to help you with your
problems?
Description
WSD
NWSD

12.45
13.62

Quite a bit 11
"Quite a bit"
11
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The hypothesis for over-all or grand mean scores for all
questions on the questionnaire pertaining to teachers stated that
non-work stoppage teachers would perceive the over-all management
employed in their districts to be more toward participative group
management, System 4, than principals in work stoppage school
districts.
~

Data analysis of over-all or grRnd mean scores on the

£!:. !!:. ~'

Teacher Form, is presented on Table 33.
Table 33

Analysis of Data for Grand Mean
Scores regarding •reachers

Grand
Co~a.rison

Mean

S.D.

Work Stoppage Teachers

13.54

4.47

Non-Work Stoppage Teachers

13.89

'>.23

Grou12s

"t"
-5.614

p

.001

Reference to Table 33 shows there is substantial agreement with
the stated hypothesis that non-work stoppage teachers would perceive
the over-all management employed in their school districts to be
more toward participative group management, System
stoppage teachers.

4, than work

This significant result can be attributed to

the fact that 69 percent of the questions had a negative "t" value
which supported the direction of the stated hypothesis.
The data support that the null hypothesis may be rejected
beyond the .001 level of significance.
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The final causal group was identified and D.nalyzed on the
~

Ef.

~ ~'

Teacher Form.

Causal Group 9 can be described

as causal items from the principal upward to teachers.

Causal

Group 9 analyzes questions which reflect the upward perceptions of
teachers regarding their relations with principals.
The hypothesis related to the teacher causal group stated that
non-work stoppage teachers would perceive the management employed
in their districts to be more toward pru.·ticipative group management,
System

4, than work stoppage teachers.

The results of the 8Jlalysis of data for questions related to
Causal Group 9 are presented in Table 34.
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Table 34

Analysis of Data for Causal Group 9:
Causal Items from Principals
(upward) to Teachers

Question

WSD
NWSD

25. How often do you see your
principal's behavior as
friendly and supportive?

WSD

13.66 5.04

NWSD

14.93 lf,42

Comparison Groups:

26o How much confidence and trust
does your principal have in

you?

WSD
NWSD

~

SoD•

WSD

10.31 5.17
11,26 4.99

45. What is the character and
amount of interaction in
your school between principal and teachers?
48. At what level are decisions
made about school matters,
such as course content, instructional plans, teaching
methods, student behavior,
student activities, etco?

4g. To what extent are you invalved in major decisions
related to your work?

50. How much does your principal
really try to help you with
your problems?

-2.529

,01

-2.524

.01

-1.771

.05

-2.132

,025

-2.218

.025

-3.867

.001

-3.330

.001

-2.149

,025

2.93

sought and used by the prin-

33. How often are your ideas
sought and used by the prin·
cipal about non-academic
school matters 'l

!'.

14.63 3.88
15.56

cipal about academic matters? NWSD

32. How often are your ideas

.J;_

WSD

9.52 5.29

NWSD

10.69 5.05

WSD

12.90 4. 77

NWSD

13.97 4.32

WSD

11.67 4.42

NVlSD

13.36 3.81

HSD

13.23 4.38

NWSD

14,68 3.80

WSD

12.45 5.29

NWSD

13.62 4.90
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Table 34 (Continued)
Comparison Groups:

TCTALS:

WSD
NWSD

MEAN

~

Work Stoppage Districts

12.29

5.08

Non-Work Stoppage Districts

13.51 4.62

Question

lit"

!:

Causal Group 9

-6.720

.001

Reference to Table 34 shows the null hypothesis mS¥ be rejected
at the oOOl. level of significance and beyond.

The date. pertaining

to Causal Group 9 support the stated hypothesis that a. significant
difference would be found to exist between principa.l groups.

Non-

work stoppage teachers perceive their relations with principals to

be more participative in nature than work stoppage teachers.
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Sununary

In the analysis of data for individual questions, significant
differences were found to exist which supported the stated hypothe ..
sis between non-work stoppage and work stoppage groups on a number
of questions on each of the five
used in this investigation.

~

2£. _!;!

School questionnaires

The null hypothesis was rejected, at

the .05 level of significance and beyond, on 20.4 percent of the
questions on the Board Member Form; on 20 percent of the questions
~·

on the Superintendent Form; on 26.6 percent of the questions on the
Administrative Assistant Form; on 53.9 percent of the questions on
the Principal Form; and on 21.8 percent of the questions on the
Teacher Form.

Over all, 272 questions were analyzed and a signifi-

cant difference was folllld to exist which indicated that non ..work
stoppage respondents perceived the management employed in their
districts to be more toward participative group management, System
4, on 80 questions or 29.4 percent of the total number of questions
anaJ.yzed.
In the analysis of data for over-all or grand mean scores, a
significant difference was f'ound to exist which supported the
stated hypothesis on each of the five Profile
naires.

9.£!!:

~

question-

The null hypothesis was rejected at the .DOl level of sig-

nificance and beyond between grand mean scores on each questionnaire.

Non ..work stoppage respondents perceived the over-all manage-

ment employed in their school districts to be more toward participative group mMagement, System 4, than work stoppage respondents.
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These significant differences are reflected in the fact tha.t nonwork stoppage respondents had a higher mean score on 75.5 :percent
of

the questions on the Board Member Form; on 70 percent of the

questions on the Superintendent Form; on 91 percent of the questions
on the Administrative Assistant Form; on 100 percent of the quest-

ions on the Principal Form; and on 69 percent of the questions on
the Teacher Form.
In the analysis of data for causal groups which were identified
in this investigation; significant differences were found to exist,

as hypothesized, between non-work stoppage and work stoppage groups

on six of the nine causal groups.
The data indicate that the null hypothesis could not be re,jected at the .05 level of significance and beyond on the following causal groups; therefore, it is assumed that the comparison
groups are homogeneous.
memb~~~*~

Causal items to the superintendent from board

Causal ~ 3, Causal items f'rom board members to superintendents:--\UiiWardJ •
CausaJ. ~ 4, Causal items to principals from superintendents:-\iiOwnwa.rd)The da.ts. indicate tlls.t the null hypothesis could be rejected
at .05 level of significance and beyond on the following causal
groups; therefore, it is assumed that the comparison groups are not
homogeneous.
berso Ca.~~~

g, Causal items to the principal from board mem..
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Causal ~ 2,. Causal items from superintendents to e.dministratiVe""i"S'Sistants. (Upward)

a.ssis~:~:: ~~~~)usal items to principals from administrative
Ce.use.l

~

'J.., Causal. items from superintendents to principe.ls.

Causal
(Downward)

~

.§., Causal items to teachers from principa.ls.

Causal

~

2,, Causal items from principal. a to teachers.

(Upwar~

(Upw..ra:;-
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS; IMPLICATIONS;
LIMITATIONS; RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH;
AND SUo!MARY OF THE STUDY

Conclusions and Interpretations
The null hypothesis the.t no significant difference would be

found to exist between work stoppage and non-work stoppage comparison groups was rejected on eighty or 29.4 :per cent or the total
number of individual .J.uestiom: analyzed in the five
~

~ ~!.

questionnaires that were used in this investigation,

It can

be concluded that non-work stoppage respondents perceived signific-

antly more participative group or System 4 management on those questiona which reached accepted significance levels.

The data support

the following conclusions end interpretations in each of the ques-

tionne.ires :
Board Member Form:

Specifically, the data support the followjng

conclusions that non-work stoppage board members, as compared to work
stoppage boa.rd members, believe to a significantly greater degree that:
J..

they have more confidence a.nd trust in their top administra-

tive staff'.
2,

their top administrative staff' members have more confidence

and trust in them.
3.

their top administrative staff members have a better general

attitude toward their school system as a pJ.ace to work.
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4.

their top administrative sta.f'f accepts downward communica·

tion more openly and candidly.

5. connnunication from the top administrative staff is more
accurate ..
6.

the character and amoW1t of interaction in their school

districts with members of the top administrative staff is extensive
and friendly with a high degree of confidence and trust ..
7.

there is more cooperative teamwork in their school

districts.
8.

there is grea:t:.er involvement in their school districts in

the decision-making process in instructional and curricular matters.

9o their top administrative staff is more freely involved in
decisions related to their \V"ork.
10.

there is more involvement of staff members at a.ll levels

in achieving high performance goals.

Superintendent Form:

Specifically, the data suwort the fol-

lowing conclusions that non-work stoppage superintendents, as com..
pared to work stoppage superintendents, believe to a significantly
greater degree that:
1.

staff members vie,., their behavior to be friendly and sup-

portive more often.
2~

they have more coni'idence and trust in their staf'fo

3a

they try more often to behave in wa,ys that encourage their

sta.f'f' to discuss important things about their work with them.

4.

they seek and use their staf'fs' ideas and opinions more

ott en.
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5.

their staff members have a better general attitude toward

their school systems as a place to work,
6,

their staff feels more free to talk about academic matters.

7.

their staff members view downward communications with more

acceptance,

8,

there is a higher amount of interaction in their school

systems emong ste.f'f members,

9.

their staff members are more involved in the decision-

making process.
10.

their staff members feel that they try more often to help

then with their problems.
11.

their staff members try more often to behave in ways that

are f'riend1y and supportive.
12,

there is less resistance in their school systems toward

achieving high performance goals,
Administrative Assistant Form:

Specifica.lly, the data support

the following conclusions that non-work stoppage administrative
sta.tf' members, as compared to work stoppage administrative staf'f
members, believe to a significantly greater degree that:
1.

the direction and flow of information about academic and

non-academic school matters is more downward and upward.
2.

there is

mor~

involvement at all levels in decisions

related to school matters, such as course content, instructiona.l
plans, teaching methods, and student act! vi ties.

3.

principals are more involved in decisions related to their

work.
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4.

the superintendent of schools is more friendly and

supportive.
5.

the character and amount of interaction in their school

systems is more extensive and friendly with a high degree of confidence and trust.
6,

there is more coopera.ti ve teamwork in their school systems,

7.

there is a better general attitude toward their school

systems as a place to work.

8.

upward communication in their school systems is more ac-

curate.
9,

decision makers are more aware of problems, partic.ularly

at lower levels in the organization,
10,

there is more involvement on the part of school board

members, the superintendent and his staff, principals end some
teachers in attaining high performance goals.
Principal Form:

Specifically, the data support the f'ollowing

conclusions that non-work stoppage principals, as compared to work
stoppage principals, believe to a significantly greater degree that:
l.

they seek more often to be friendly and supportive to

i;;eachers.
2.

they have more confidence and trust in teachers,

3.

they try more often to seek and use teachers' ideas about

academic and non-academic school matters.

4.

teachers should have more say about non-academic school

matters.
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5,

teachers have a better general attitude toward their

schools as a place to work,
6,

there is more involvement both downward and upward in the

direction and flow of information about academic and non-academic
school matters.
7.

teachers usually accept, sometimes cautiously, downward

communications from principals and the administration,
(j.

teachers are more interested in their success as principals.

9,

the character and amoW1t of interaction in their schools

between principals and teachers to be more moderate; often with a
fair amount of confidence and trust,
10.

there .1.;:; more involvement at all levels in decisions

related to school matters, such as course content, instructional
plans, teaching methods, and student activities.
11.

teachers are more involved in major decisions; teachers

are usually consulted but not ordinarily involved in decisions
related to their work.
12.

the principal, most teachers, and some students are more

cor.:!erned about achieving high performance goals in their schools.
13,

there is less resistance to;.,ard achieving hit:;h performance

goals in their schools.

14.

the behavior of the superintendent of schools is friendly

and supportive more often.

15.

they have more confidence and trust in their superinten-

dents of schools,
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16.

they feel more free to talk to their superintendents about

instructional matters, such as textbook selection, instructional
pol.icies, etc.

17,

they feel more :free to talk to their superintendents about

administrative matters, such as hiring of' teachers, etc.

18,

they are friendly and support! ve to their superintendents

more often,

19.

they are friendly and supportive to other principals more

often.
20,

their superintendents seek and use their ideas about ad-

ministrative matters more often.
21..

the direction and flow of information in their school

systems is more downward and upward,

22. the character and amount of interaction in their school

systems is a more moderate kind of interaction; often w1 th a fair
amount of confidence and trust,

23.

there is a moderate amount of cooperative temnwork in

their school. systems between superintendents, principals and
teachers.
24.

there is a better general. attitude toward their school

systems as a place to work.
25.

there is more involvement at various levels in the deci-

sion-making process; decisions are generally made a.t the top after
appropriate consultation with lower levels.
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26,

they are more involved in major decisions related to

their work.
27.

decision-makers are significantly more aware of problems,

particularly at lower levels in the organization.
28.

superintendents try harder to help them with their

problems.
29.

their school boards, superintendents and their staff,

principals and some teachers are more involved in holding high performance goals in their school systems.
30,

their school boards, superintendents and their staff,

principals and some teachers are more responsible for seeing that
high performance goals are achieved in their school systems.
Teacher Form:

Specifically, the data support the following

conclusions that non-work stoppage teachers, as compared to work
stoppage teachers, believe to a significantly greater degree that:
1.

their principals' behavior is more friendly and supportive,

2.

their principals have more confidence and trust in them.

3.

they

4.

their ideas are sought and used more often by their prin-

have more confidence and trust in their principals.

cipals in academic and non-academic school matters.
5.

their principals are more interested in their success.

6.

they have a better general attitude toward their school

systems as a place to worko
7

3

their principals have a better understanding of the problems

faced by teachers.
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B.

the character and amount o:f interaction in their school

systems between principals and teachers is a more moderate kind of

interaction, often with a fair amount of confidence and trust.
they are more involved in decisions made about school

9.

matters, such as course content, instructional plans, teaching
methods, student behavior and student activities.
10.

they are more involved in major decisions related to

their work.
11.

their principals are more willing to try and help them

with their problems.
In the overall or grand mean analysis of data between comparison
groups the null hypotheses were rejected at the .001 level of significance and beyond on each of the five Profile
tionnaires,

£! !

~

ques-

Generally, it can be concluded that non-work stoppage

respondents, as compared to work stoppage respondents, believe to a
significantly greater degree that the overall management employed
in their districts is more toward participative group management
or System

4.

In the analysis of data for the nine Causal Groups identified
in this investigation the null hypothesis was accepted on Causal
Groups 1, 3, and 4.

The nu11 hypothesis was rejected on Causal

Groups 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9.

The data support the fol1owing con-

clusions:
1.

Board members in both cOlllp'U'ison groups believe their be-

havior to be perceived by superintendents as being simila.r in nature.
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Non-work stoppage board members, as compared to work stop•

2.

page board members, believe to a signitica.ntly greater degree that
their behavior is perceived by principa.ls to be more participative

in nature.
3.

Superintendents in both comparison groups perceive the

behavior of' board members as being similar in nature.

4.

Superintendents in both comparison groups believe their

behavior to be perceived by principals as being similar in nature.

5. Non ..work stoppage administrative assistants, as compared
to work stoppage administrative assistants, believe to a signif'i ..
centl.y greater degree that the behavior of' superintendents is more
participative in nature.

6.

Non-work stoppage administrative a.ssiste.nts, as compared

to work stoppage administrative assistants, believe to a signif'icantly greater degree that their behavior is perceived by principals to be more particiyative in nature.

7.

Non ..work stoppage principals, as compared to work stop-

page principals, believe to a signif'icantl.y greater degree that the
behavior of superintendents is more participative in nature.

8.

Non-work stoppage principals, as compared to work stop ..

page principals, believe to a significantly greater degree that
their behavior is perceived by teachers as being more participative
in nature.

9.

Non-work stoppage teachers, as compared to work stoppage

teachers, believe to a significantly greater degree that the be-

havior of' principals is more participative in nature.
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Since significant differences were found to exist which supported the stated hypotheses in each of the five
~

~

2f. §.

questionnaires, it can be conc1uded that non-work stoppage

respondents, as compared to work stoppage respondents, perceive
themselves to be involved in more participative or System 4 kinds
of management.

In general, non-work stoppage respondents perceive

themselves in varying degrees, to:

( l) be more involved in the

decision-making process; (2) enjoy greater levels of confidence and
trust in their interpersonal relations with each other, their subordinates, and superordinates; (3) view upward and downward communication as being accurate; and (h) to have a better general attitude about their school districts as a place to work.
Implications
This study has attempted to provide empirical data related to
and concerning the significance of hypothesized differences in
management practices and behaviors being used in selected non-work
stoppage and work stoppage school districts in the state of
Michigano

Since significant differences were found to exist which

supported the directionality of the stated hypotheses, it is f'elt
that the results of this investigation have important implications
for current and future management practices in education.
A major challenge to educational leaders in both the administrative and teaching ranks during the decade of the

1 70'

s will be

to find wa.ys of improving and evaluating the organizational health
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of their school districts.

The key to improved organizational

health in education could lie in the adoption of the principl.e of
supportive relationships through the implementation of partici-

pa.tive group or System

4 ma.nagement practices. S:i gnificant im-

provement in the organizational climate of nwne!"OUS business and
industrial organizations have been noted in the research done by
Dr. Rensis likert and his sta.ff at the University of Michigan.
Desired shifts toward participative group or System l,. management
practices have been made which have resulted in improved relationships, better attitudes, lower absence and turnover, and higher

profits.

Any attempt to shift toward System 4 management practices must
consider the close interrelationships of causal, intervening, and
end-result variables.

Dr. Likert has written: 1

When an organization is seeking to make such a ~hift
the efforts to change should be focused initially on the
causal variables. Changes brought about in the causal
variables will lead in turn to changes in the intervening
and end result variables. Attempts to bring the desired
shift in the management system by concentrating on the
intervening variables directly will result usually in
disappointment and failure.
Efforts to change an organization toward System 4 also
need to deal with all those organizational procedures which
bind an organization to its present management system,
Training in group interaction skills a.nd similar efforts to
move an organization otwe.rd System 4 are likely to yield
disappointing results if steps are not taken to shift a.ll
operating procedures toward a System 4 pattern,

~

1 Likert, Rensis, The Human Organization:

Y!:!!!!'

Its Management

New York, MC'GrB.W-iifll Book Company,"'T967, pp. 1 3,
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Changes in causaJ. variables, which include the structure of
the organization and management policies, decisions, business and
leadership strategies, skills and behaviors, may be necessary if
desired shifts toward System 4 are to be :i.mplemented~

Accordingly,

changes in causal variables should produce desired changes in intervening variables, such as improved loyalties, attitudes, motivations, performance goals, and perceptions of all members and their
collective capacity for more effective interaction, communication,
and decision-making.

Effective changes in causal and intervening

variables should lead in turn to improved end-result variables.

In

education improved end-result variables could lead to lower absence
and turnover, more positive interpersonal relations between teachers
and administrators, and more effectivE; teaching.
management practices and changes in

causal~

Desired shifts in

intervening, and end-

result variables may call for dynamic departures from traditional
organizational structure and leadership strategieso

Such changes

will necessitate a willingness on the part of board members,
superintendents, administrators, and teachers to accept new and
emerging roles and responsibilities.
The results of this study have implications for those who are
involved in the training of administrators and teachers.

School

districts operating under the conditions of teacher .. negotiations
will have special need for personnel who are well trained and have
a conceptual understanding of effective modern management theory.
The situation calls for the training of administrators and teachers
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who are capable of assuming l.eaderehip positions; who have a substantial understanding of the problem connected with leadership,

organizational performance, motivations and behavior; and who have
the capacity to work With staff members under adverse conditions in

an amicable manner without harboring resentment.
Limitations of' the Study
There were several limitations to this investigation which

should be acknowledged and discussed.

First, this investigation

was limited to ten work stoppage and ten non-work stoppage school
districts in the state of Michigan, each of which had a student

enrollment of not less than two thousand and not more than ten
thousand studentso

Second, this was a field study and the variance

of many variables is large in such a study, especially when compared to the variance in variables in controlled laboratory experiments.

Although attempts were made to control for intervening

variables by matching work stoppage and non-work stoppage districts
of similar size, social, economic, and .geographic characteristics,
it was not possible to control for such variables as: prejudiced
attitudes, conservatism, liberal.ism, a"l.d individual school district
pol!cies, practices and procedures.

It is assumed, however, that

the population is representative of other school districts in the
state of Michigan of similar size and demographic characteristics.
Third, this study' was "!!

:E2..!:!1 !:!2!2."

in nature; that is to say

that variables such as the management practices being used in the
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school districts, involvement or non.. involvement in work stoppages,
and the influence of teachers negotiations uncffer the provisions of

Public Act 379 had aJ.ready occurred at the time the data were

collected.

In "~

l2!i ~~~

field studies statements of cause.l

relationships between independent and dependent variables a.re con ..

sidered much weaker than they would be under controlled laboratory
or experiments.l research conditionsG
Recommendations for Further Research
The significant differences which were found to exist in this

investigation seem to suggest the following recommendations to
further investigate the impact and influence of the collective

negotiations process on educationaJ. management practices and
behaviors.
l.

Several. comparative studies could be made to determine

if significant differences exist in terms of management systems

being used when respondents are classified as to (1) age; (2) sex;

(3) preparation and background; (4) years of experience, and (5)
grade J.evel taught (i.e., elementary, junior high, senior high,

etc.).
2.

Severa.l comparative studies could be made to determine if

signi£icant dii'f'erences exist in terms of management systems being
used when school districts a:re classified as to (l) student enroll ...
ment; (2) assessed valuation; (3) racial mixture; and (4) varying
geographic and demographic characteristics (iue .. , urban, suburban,

rureJ., etc.) ..
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3.

A longitudinal study of similar design to this investiga-

tion is recommended in a state that has not .vet enacted legislation
callinf for teachers' negotiations.

Pre-negotiation base line data

could be compared to data obtained after negotiations had been
implemented.

Pre- and-post negotiation comparisons could give some

valuable clues as to the nature of shifts in management practices
and changes in the perceptions, attitudes and behaviors of individuals involved.

"~

Such a study could be the remedy to the

E£!t

facto" limitation of this study.
The significant differences that were found to exist in this
investigation suggest that further research is important.

Ultim-

ately i t is hoped that additional research will lead to the adoption and implementation of more enlightened management practices
which would lead in turn to improved and more stable employeremployee relations in education.
Swnmary of the Study

Since the enactment of PA 379 which provided for teacher
negotiations in the state of Michigan, many questions have been
raised concerning the impact of work stoppages, teacher demands,
and the negotiations process on the educational system.

An impor-

tant question to consider is what effect these variables have had on
the policies and procedures used by management and the attitudes,
perceptions, and behavior-s of individuals involved at various levels
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of the educational hierarchy.

The intent of this study was to com-

pare management systems and organizational profiles of' selected
work stoppage and non-work stoppage school districts in the state
to investigate the significance of differences that were found to

exist.
Five hypotheses were formulated, one for each level of the
organizational hierarchy, which predicted that:

( 1) board members;

(2) superintendents; (3) administrative assistants; (4.) principals;
and ( 5) teachers employed in non-work stoppage districts would perceive the management systems being used in their school districts
to be more tol'tard System 4 or participative group management than
respondents employed in work stoppage school districts.

This investigation was a field study involving a sample of all
board members, superintendents, administrative assistants and principals and a fifteen percent random sample of all teachers employed
in ten work stoppage and ten non-work stoppage school districts,
Districts were selected on the basis of the following criteria:
(1) each district must have a student enrollment of not less than
two thousand and not more than ten thousand students; ( 2)

non~work

stoppage school districts must never have been involved in a work
stoppage; and ( 3) work stoppage school districts must have been
involved in a work stoppage during the 1969-70 school year.

Work

stoppage districts were randomly selected from a list of districts
which met the above mentioned criteria.

Each work stoppage district

was then matched with a non-work stoppage district of similar student
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size and similar geographic and demographic characteristics.

Parti ..

cipating districts represented seven counties which spread across
the middle and southern sections of the state.

Most districts were

located around and near most of the major metropolitan sections of
the state.

To protect the anonymity of participating districts and

respondents, exact names and locations were not cited.

It is

assumed, however, that the population is representative of populations in school. districts of similar size and demographic characteristics in the state of Michigan.
Profiles of organizational characteristics were obtained

through the use of five anorcymous, sel:f'-administered
~questionnaires,

~

2f!.

which were selected on the basis of their

relatedness and applicability to the hypotheses which were pre-

sented.

These questionnaires were a.uthored and developed by Dr.

Rensis Likert of' the University of Michigan.

Dr. Likert gave his

permission to use the five questionnaires in this investigation.
The over-alJ. percentage of' returns from each respondent group was
as follows: (1) board members - 50 percent; (2) superintendents 95 percent; (3) administrative assistants - 86 percent; (4) principals - 70 percent; and (5) teachers - 61 percent.

A total. of 946

questionnaires were distributed and 592 or 63 percent of the
questionnaires were returned.
The 11t 1' test was used to determine the significance of differences that were found to exist between scores of comparison
groups.

Since the stated hypotheses were directional. in nature,
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it was considered appropriate to compare derived "t" values with
one-tailed probability levels found on a standard

"t" table,

The

null hypotheses were rejected at the .05 level of probability or
lower,
Significant differences were :found to exist which supported

the directionality of the stated hypothesis on at least 20 percent
of the individual questions on each of the five questionnaires.

It

should be noted that a. significant difference was found to exist
which supported the hypothesis on 53 percent of the questions on the
~

.9! ~ ~'

Principal Form,

Specifically, it can be con-

cluded that respondents, especially principals, in non-work stoppage
school districts do perceive more participative management practices and behaviors on those individual q_uer;tions which reached apprOpriate significance levels,
In the analysis of data for

over~all

or grand mean scores for

all questions on each of the questionnaires the null hypothesis
was rejected at the .001 on each of the five questionnaires.

There-

fore, it can be concluded that the over-all management systems used
in non-work stoppage school districts were perceived to be significantly more participative or System 4 in nature than in work stoppage districts.
Significant differences were found to exist which supported the
stated hypotheses in six of the nine Causal Groups identified in this
investigation.
1.

The data support the following conclusions that:

Board members in both comparison groups believed their
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behavior to be perceived by superintendents as being similar or in

the System 3 range; however, superintendents in both groups perceived the behavior of board members to be in the System 4 range.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the behavior of board members
was perceived to be more participative by superintendents than

board members themselves had realized.
2.

Superintendents in both coiiiJ?arison groups believed their

behavior to be perceived by principals as being similar or in the
System 3 range; however, non-work stoppage principals, as compared
to work stoppage principals, perceived the behavior of superintendents to be significantly more participative in nature.

Therefore,

it can be concluded that work stoppage superintendents believed
their behavior to be perceived as being more participative by princips.ls than work stoppage principals themselves had indicated.
3.

Non-work stoppage superintendents, as compared to work

stoppage superintendents believed their behavior to be perceived as
being significantly more participative, or System

4, in nature by

their top administrative assistants.

4. Non-work stoppage administrative assistants, as compared
to work stoppage administrative assistants, believed their behavior
to be perceived as significantly more participative, or System

4,

in nature by principals.
5.

Non-work stoppage principals, as compared to work stoppage

principals, believed their behavior to be perceived as being significantly more participative in nature by teachers.

Non-work stoppage

teachers, as compared to work stoppage teachers, agreed; however,
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both teacher groups indicated that they perceived the behavior of
principals to be somewhat less pa.rticipati ve in nature than principals themselves had indicated.
Since the data indicate that non-work stoppage respondents at
all levels perceived more pa.rticipa.ti ve management practices being
used in their school districts, it is reconunended that school
districts adopt the principle of supportive relationships through
the implementation of more participative management practices.

De-

sired shifts toward System 4 have been noted and recorded in business
and industry

Q

Positive changes in management practices, policies,

and procedures (causal variables) should lead to improved attitudes,
perceptions, behaviors, and motivations, (intervening variables)
which, in turn, should improve interpersonal relations between
teachers and administrators (end-result variables).

Such changes

will call :for dynamic changes in the organizational structure and a
willingness on the part of individuals at all levels to accept and
share their new and emerging roles, responsibilities, and powers.
The major limita.tion of this study was its

11 ~

E.Q.!!i facto"

nature; therei'ore, it was not possible to draw specii'ic causal relationships between independent and dependent variables.

It is

recommended that continued research be done to investigate the
impact and ini'luence of the collective negotiations process and
involvement and/or non-involvement in work stoppages on current and
future educational management practices, attitudes, and behaviors
Wlder a variety of condi tiona.
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Continued researah should attempt to identify those factors
and conditions which will best encourage and a.llow individuals at

all levels the opportunity to participate in the decision-making

process and become involved in the implementation and planning of
new and innovative policies, procedures and programso

tntima.tely,

it is hoped that a.n organizational. model will evolve which will

respect the unique value of all individuals in the organization
a.nd allow them to develop to their maximwn potential e.s they live,

work, and function toward an end of self-actua.lizationo
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APPENDIX
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EXIUBIT l
A Sample Page f'rom a
Profile of a School Form

How often is your behavior
seen as friendly and
supportive by:
a. the superintendent
of' schools'j

System 1

System 2

System 3

System 4

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Almost always

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I

Item

...!!£:.

l

b. the to:p administrative
staff?
c ~ the :principals?
How often do you seek to be

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Almost always

friendly and supportive to:
a. the superintendent
of' sc....llools'j
b~

I 1 I I I I I I I I I I I

I

I

I I I I I I

4

the top administrative
staff'?

c. the principals?

6

~
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EXIIISIT 2
ESTIMATED RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS
BASE ON CALIFORNIA DATA FURNISHED
BY DR, RENSIS LIKERT

August 7, 1970
Board

~ ~:

N = 25

M intercorrelation r = roughly .3
f'or 49 items = roughly .83
~:

Superintendent

N

= 25

Causal 1terns from board members
Questions 35 and 55-60 or 7 items = .95
Causal items to principal = 13 (but delete

39-41)

= 10

items

= ,85

For all items intercorrelation r

Administrative Staff

!'.2.!:!!!:

= .90

N = 83

Causal items from superintendents = M intercorre:Lation
r = ,55 for 6 items = .88
Causal items to principal = M intercorrelation
r., ,3 i'or 8 items = .77
For all items = M intercorrelation r = .2 = .91

Principal Form:

N = 66

Causal items from superintendent M intercorrelation
r approximately = .6 for 7 items = .91
Causal items to teachers M intercorrelation
r approximately = .2 for 10 items = • 71
For all items
Part I = 38 items intercorrelation
r approximately = .15 for 38 items = .88
Part II = 22 items M intercorrelation
r approximately = . 5 for 22 items = .95
~~:

N=400

causa.l from principal M intercorrelation r
approximately= .4 for 8 items = .84
For a.ll items
Part I "' 24 items M int.ercorrelation
r approximately = .g:; = . 87
Part II = 28 items M intercorrelation
r approximately = .4 = .96
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EXHIBIT 3
LETTER REQUESTING RECIPIENTS
TO PARTICIPATE IN THE STUDY
WESTERN MICHIGAN UND!ERSrrY
School of Education

Department of School Services

Kalamazoo, Michigan 49001

Dear _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Enclosed you will find a respondent data sheet and a questionnaire
which asks you to describe the management system that is presently
being used in your school district. You have been selected to
represent your district in a research project that I am presently
conducting as a part of an advanced research study in education at
Western Michigan University.
Please take the fifteen minutes or so that is required to complete
the questionnaire and return it to me as soon as possible. A stamped
envelope has been provided for your convenience, Please remember
that ~ response will~ completely anonymous. Do not retUril'this
letter.
The :project has been explained to your superintendent and these
materials have been distributed with his approval. Similar questionnaires have been sent to board members, the superintendent, administrative staff personnel, principals, and ten percent of the teaching
staff within the district. It is important that your questionnaire
be completed and returned to insure accurate analysis of the data.
Thank you, in advance, for your cooperation.
Sincerely,

/s/

Philip D. Haynes

Philip D. Haynes
Department of Educational Leadership
Western Michigan University
PDH:s

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

225

EXHIBIT 4
FOLLOW-UP LETTER SENT TO
RECIPIENTS OF QUESTIONNAIRES
WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY
School of Education
Department of School Services

Kalamazoo, Michigan 49001

Dear Colleague:
Recently you were asked to complete a questionnaire and return it to
me. I would like to take this opportunity to sincerely thank those
of you that have acknowledged my request.

If you have not returned your questionnaire at this time, it is not
too late. Since the reliability and validity of my study can be
strengthened by a higher percentage of returns, I would like to make

an additional appeal that you respond as soon as possible. If your
questionnaire has been misplaced, please contact me at the address
listed below and I will mail you another irnmed iately.

Thank you again for your time and consideration.
Respectfully,

/s/ Philip D. Haynes
Philip D. Haynes
Department of Educational Leadership
3102 Sangren Hall
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, Michigan 49001
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